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ABSTRACT 
PERCEIVED REAL AND IDEAL CLASSROOM 
ENVIRONMENTS OF STUDENTS IN NURSING IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION AS RELATED TO ACADEMIC SUCCESS 
AND PERSONALITY TYPES 
SEPTEMBER 1989 
SOPHIA B. HARRELL, B.S., WINSTON-SALEM STATE UNIVERSITY 
M.S., BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
M.A., ASSUMPTION COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson 
This study explored three factors pertaining to the 
discrepancies between nursing students’ perceptions of 
real and ideal social environments of classrooms. They 
were: the nature of the discrepancies between students' 
perceptions, differences in academic performance as they 
related to discrepancies in perceptions, and variances in 
discrepancies in perceptions among students of different 
personality types. 
The sample consisted of 335 students, enrolled in a 
state college in Massachusetts, who volunteered to partici¬ 
pate. A classroom environment scale was used to assess 
discrepancies between subjects' perceptions of real and 
v 
ideal social environments of classrooms. Personality types 
were determined by a personality type indicator and aca¬ 
demic achievement was indicated by students' final numer¬ 
ical grades in their courses. 
Discrepancies were evident between mean scores for 
subunits and total scores for actual and preferred forms of 
the classroom environment scale. Using students as units 
of analyses of the Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficients for final numerical grades and age separately 
with the discrepancies between scores produced coefficients 
ranging from .002 to .448, while using classes as units of 
analyses rendered coefficients ranging from .105 to .928 
with those from .691 to .928 (70%) significant at <_.05. 
Using students as units of analyses for the correlation of 
age with grades yielded coefficients ranging from .072 to 
.543 and using classes as units of analyses produced a 
coefficient of .904 significant at .001. A one-way anal¬ 
ysis of variance of scores for the actual form and the 
discrepancy between the scores for the actual and preferred 
forms, grouped according to personality types, yielded F 
values that were not statistically significant. 
Discrepancies were found between students' perceptions 
of real and ideal social environments of classrooms. Low 
to moderate relationships were prevalent between discrep¬ 
ancies in individual students' perceptions with academic 
vi 
achievement and age. However, when students were grouped 
by class sections, strong associations were evident for 
mean ages and grades with the mean discrepancies between 
scores. The composition of the personality types per class 
were not associated with students' perceptions of the 
existing press or the degree of discrepancy between their 
perceptions of real and ideal social environments of 
classrooms. 
vi i 
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CHAPTER I 
ORIENTATION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction 
One role of nursing educators is to guide the learn¬ 
ing experiences of students to facilitate the development 
of competencies in skills, mastery of knowledge and the 
realization of the goals of the parent institutions. An 
acceptable end, then, is to develop proficient practi¬ 
tioners in the most efficient and economical way possible. 
Accordingly, all potential avenues that lend promise 
in assisting in the assessment of learners' needs as they 
relate to academic achievement should be explored. One 
such strategy is to determine the level of satisfaction of 
consumers with the educational process and more specif¬ 
ically their perceptions of and satisfaction with class¬ 
room environments. 
To offer an understanding of the scope of this ap¬ 
proach, a review of the theoretical and methodological 
foundations for the exploration of the interrelatedness of 
environmental press and academic performance are investi¬ 
gated. From this a synopsis of broad based theories pre¬ 
supposing the influence that social environments have on 
behavior and findings relevant to the research conducted to 
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examine these assumptions are developed. Also, a theore¬ 
tical framework for this research is offered. 
In addition, an examination of the appropriateness of 
the use of perceptions to assess social environments of 
classrooms is conducted. Also, results from research 
examining methodological considerations related to the 
person-environment fit of classrooms are inspected and 
strategies that may enhance a better fit between students' 
perceptions of the actual and preferred social environments 
of classrooms are reviewed. 
The integration of the suppositions considered to be 
critical to the understanding of this phenomenon and the 
findings generated from the related research directed the 
development of the methodology for this study. This re¬ 
search investigates the person-environment fit of the 
social environments of classrooms for nursing students in a 
baccalaureate program in a state college in Massachusetts. 
Problem of the Study: Significance 
of Congruency Between Real and Ideal 
Classroom Environments 
Just as individuals have unique personalities, envi¬ 
ronments have peculiar characteristics that may be iden¬ 
tified with some accuracy (Stern, Stein & Bloom,1956). 
Inasmuch as this is the case, congruency between the per¬ 
sonality characteristics of both the environment and the 
2 
individual facilitates the satisfaction of individual needs 
(Murray, 1938). However, if the fit between environments 
and people are perceived to be incongruent, interactions 
between them and their environments can be characterized as 
obstructive or injurious and are frequently deemed to be 
unsatisfactory (Murray, 1938). 
Subsumed in the notion of congruency is the supposi¬ 
tion of the prime importance of social and psychological 
climates in academic settings. These aspects of the envi¬ 
ronment are similar, in that they emit stimuli to which 
individuals respond (Murray, 1938) and both are thought to 
be prime factors in classrooms environments that are 
directly related to scholastic performance. 
Objectives of institutions of higher education, 
whether implied or formally stated, indicate directions in 
which colleges intend to influence the behavior of students 
through curricula practices, services provided, policies 
enforced and the operationalization of other institutional 
activities (Stern, Stein & Bloom, 1956). The interplay 
between the explicit and the implicit objectives and the 
policies and practices that are implemented play a crucial 
role in molding the personalities of college climates. 
This is especially true for their psychological and social 
milieus (Stern, Stein & Bloom, 1956). 
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It is argued that the existing personalities of 
colleges and universities should be congruent with stu¬ 
dents' personalities to support their academic success 
(Stern, 1970). Moreover, it is suggested that if a satis¬ 
factory fit between students and their learning environ¬ 
ments is not forwarded, environmental variables are manip¬ 
ulated to foster an alignment that more closely fits with 
their unique learning and personality needs (Moos, 1974). 
However, if this does not prove to be satisfactory, it is 
contended that withdrawal from school or failure is a 
likely course of action (Stern, 1970). At best, it is felt 
that a less than ideal fit between the social environment 
and students' unique personalities compromises their 
academic achievement. 
The underlying assumption, then, is educational set¬ 
tings do make a difference in students' lives and this dif¬ 
ference can be for better or worse (Moos, 1979). Moreover, 
it is presumed that learners cannot escape the forces of 
these variables and must, instead, expend energy needed to 
direct academic pursuits to adjust the dissonance found 
between their perceptions of what is desired and what 
exists. 
Nursing departments, like others, present both implic¬ 
it and explicit objectives and policies to guide students' 
behavior toward predetermined goals. These objectives and 
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policies account for one aspect of the environmental press 
that influences or regulates the personality types that 
learning environments of departments project, and deter¬ 
mine, to some extent, the components of the characteristics 
of the social environments that are prevalent in class¬ 
rooms. Since social environments of classrooms are held to 
be tantamount to environmental press, they have the poten¬ 
tial of impacting students' satisfaction with learning 
experiences and their levels of academic success. 
Hence, maximum congruency between students' percep¬ 
tions of real and ideal social environments of classrooms 
should exist to maximize academic performance. It is 
paramount, then, that faculty assess which variables, 
prevalent within the social context of the environments of 
their classrooms, promote satisfaction and can be manip¬ 
ulated to provide a better fit of the social environments 
with what students prefer. 
Purpose of the Study 
The likelihood of achieving an optimum match between 
students' perceptions of the actual and preferred social 
environments of their classes is greatly augmented when 
critical decisions regarding their maintenance and any 
alterations implemented are in the hands of the people who 
function within them (Insel & Moos, 1974). This suggests. 
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students' perceptions of their learning environments should 
be included in the ongoing planning, organization, implemen¬ 
tation and evaluation of classroom experiences. This being 
the case, the purpose of this study was to examine the rela¬ 
tionship between the discrepancies between nursing stu¬ 
dents’ perceptions of the real and ideal social environ- 
ro®rits of their classrooms with their academic achievement 
and personality types. 
More precisely, the goal of this researcher was to 
explore three factors related to students' perceptions of 
the real and ideal social environments of their class¬ 
rooms. They were to examine: 
1. the nature of the discrepancy between nursing 
students' perceptions of the real and ideal 
social environments of classrooms. 
2. differences between the academic performance of 
nursing students whose perceptions of their real 
and ideal social environments of classrooms are 
congruent with those nursing students who evi¬ 
dence disparity among their perceptions of the 
real and ideal social environments of class¬ 
rooms . 
3. the relationship among discrepancies in nursing 
students' perceptions of the real and ideal social 
6 
environments of classrooms and personality 
types. 
Hypotheses 
The interest in investigating the nature of the 
discrepancy between nursing students’ perceptions of 
their classroom environments lead to the development of 
three hypotheses. These hypotheses are: 
1. There are discrepancies between nursing stu¬ 
dents' perceptions of real and ideal social 
environments of classrooms. 
2. Students in nursing with a smaller amount of 
discrepancy between their perceptions of real 
and ideal social environments of classrooms have 
greater academic achievement than those students 
who have a greater amount of discrepancy between 
their perceptions of real and ideal social envi¬ 
ronments of classrooms. 
3. There is an association among nursing students' 
discrepancies between their perceptions of real 
and ideal social environments of classrooms and 
their personality types. 
Limitations of the Study 
Students' perceptions of ideal social environments of 
classrooms depend, for the most part, on their ability or 
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willingness to discern or project what classroom environ¬ 
ments would be more satisfying to them. The degree to 
which students are disposed to projecting such changes is 
not known. Thus, reports of discrepancies are based on 
students' willingness and ability to predetermine what 
classroom environments are preferred. 
Also, powerful environments can exert pressure, di¬ 
recting its inhabitants to perform in unified ways (Bloom, 
1964). The extent to which subjects' responses are a pro¬ 
duct of a forceful or dominating press, likewise, is an 
unknown factor. Hence, findings generated pertaining to 
students' academic performance may have more to do with the 
existence of a dominating social environmental press than 
being representative of behavior that is driven by their 
% 
individual unique personality needs (Stern, Stein & Bloom, 
1956) . 
In addition, the amount of disparity between percep¬ 
tions of real and ideal social environments that is criti¬ 
cal to academic performance is another unknown. Thus, 
cause and effects relationships are not a focus. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study was restricted to one State College where 
an adequate sample could be obtained. Findings rendered 
are only generalizable to that population. 
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In addition, students' perceptions of real and ideal 
social environments of classrooms included only those di¬ 
mensions delineated in the Classroom Environment Scale 
(Trickett & Moos, 1974). Other variables such as individ¬ 
uals' general learning abilities, faculty personality 
types, gender, etc., that also may be of importance, were 
not addressed. 
Significance of the Study 
Classes in which students are expected to master a 
great deal of content, as reported by Moos (1973), expe¬ 
rienced a higher level of satisfaction and academic 
achievement if the social environments of the classrooms 
were perceived as emphasizing excelling in combination with 
a focus on organization and orderliness and a general con¬ 
cern for people. Furthermore, the correlation between 
learning outcomes and congruency between students' per¬ 
ceptions of actual and preferred social environments of 
classrooms seems to have been well established (Fraser, 
Byrne & Hattie, 1986; Deyoung, 1977; Fraser and Fisher, 
1983; Fraser & Rentoul, 1980; Neilsen and Moos, 1978; 
Rentoul & Fraser, 1980; Rich & Bush, 1978). 
Nurses render crucial care to foster the prevention of 
disease, the maintenance of high levels of wellness, and 
the restoration of health. The educational process enroute 
9 
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to becoming a practitioner requires the assimilation of a 
vast amount of complex knowledge and mastery of technol¬ 
ogy. The creation of social environments of classrooms 
that provide a fit between students' perceptions of real 
and ideal social environments, it is offered, will enhance 
the acquisition of this knowledge and skills. Therefore, 
it is held that a congruent environment can complement the 
intricate learning demands of nursing students. Moreover, 
the provision of satisfying learning environments is a 
worthwhile goal in and of itself. 
Since the support of academic achievement is a likely 
possibility if there is a better person-environment fit, 
the critical analysis of the degree of discrepancy between 
students' perceptions of what press exists and what is 
considered to be ideal should be entertained by educators. 
This suggests that the prevalent forces within classrooms 
and how they can be manipulated to furnish a better match 
warrant examination. 
The current research, then, offers knowledge related 
to students' perceptions of the existing social environ¬ 
ments in their classrooms and their perceptions of what is 
believed to constitute a more ideal environment. There¬ 
fore, results generated identify situations that could be 
investigated to afford a better fit between students' 
10 
perceptions of the real and ideal social milieus of their 
classrooms. 
Also, other data rendered pertaining to students' 
personality types, should prove to be useful in the plan¬ 
ning of learning activities when considering individual 
students' approaches to decision making and the taking in 
of information. Coupling this and the other information 
garnered from this study with other factors related to 
learning, should have the long term effect of fostering 
higher levels of mastery of learning outcomes. 
This research, then, offers an example of a systematic 
organized way of collecting data to supplement educators' 
data base for planning learning experiences for students in 
a nursing program at a state college in Massachusetts. 
More important, a beginning base which can be expanded upon 
in future research is demonstrated. 
The Meaning of Terms 
The terms that are defined for this study are: 
1. classroom environment-conditions existing in 
classrooms which influence the stability and 
changes in students' behavior and attitudes. 
2. perception-behavior indicating an awareness of 
the qualities of stimuli or materials as perceived 
through the senses. 
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3. real social classroom environment-students' per¬ 
ceptions of existing social conditions in class¬ 
rooms which influence their satisfaction with 
learning experiences and academic achievement as 
measured by the Classroom Environment Scale Form R 
(Trickett & Moos, 1974. 
4. ideal social classroom environment-students' 
perceptions of social conditions they would like 
to experience in classrooms that would influence 
their satisfaction with learning experiences and 
academic achievement as measured by the Classroom 
Environment Scale Form I (Trickett & Moos, 1974). 
5. personality type-a four letter personality type 
derived from the scoring of the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator Form F (Briggs & Myers, 1976). 
6. academic achievement-students' final numerical 
grades in the classes in which they are enrolled. 
7. students in nursing-both registered nurses and 
basic students enrolled in a baccalaureate 
program. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE: THE INFLUENCE 
OF ENVIRONMENT ON BEHAVIOR 
Framework for Examining Environments 
One task of this study is to analyze theoretical frame¬ 
works and the corresponding research on the effects that 
environments have on behavior and to advance a unified view 
of the factors to be considered. To this end, theories and 
research findings are identified to direct the exploration 
of the nature of the discrepancies between students' per¬ 
ceptions of actual and preferred social environments of 
classrooms . 
Part I, then, presents a synopsis of broad based theo¬ 
ries conceptualizing the influence environments have on 
behavior and collapses to review the research related to 
discrepancies in students' perceptions of actual and pre¬ 
ferred social environments of classrooms. Included is the 
examination of the empirical substantiation of the rela¬ 
tionship between person-environment fit and learning out¬ 
comes. In addition, the theoretical framework for this 
research is reviewed. 
In the next major section, support for perceptions as 
a high inference instrument to assess classroom environ- 
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merits is entertained. Likewise, the validity and relia¬ 
bility of these types of tools are inspected. 
Finally, Part III discusses strategies to be con¬ 
sidered to facilitate a better match between students’ 
perceptions of actual and preferred social environments of 
their classrooms. These suggestions are grounded in the 
practical application of findings related to the research 
on the person-environment fit of classroom environments. 
Bi*rt I._Conceptualizing Environmental Factors 
Theoretical Perspective 
The interrelatedness of environmental influence and 
behavior outcomes is a readily accepted concept. Moreover, 
Murray (1938) theorizes human beings actively interact with 
environments which are in continuous flux. It is his posi¬ 
tion, unless this environmental situation is analyzed, 
behavior can not be fully understood. 
Therefore, a theoretical framework is offered by 
Murray (1938) to direct the examination of the relationship 
between environmental factors and the corresponding behav¬ 
ior manifested. He presupposes that the part of the total 
environment to which persons respond and react is a stim¬ 
ulus situation evidencing a potential for enhancing or 
blocking fulfillment. 
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The specifics of this theoretical framework begins 
with the notion that there is a tendency for a stimulus to 
exert pressure on individuals which is defined as environ¬ 
mental "press". Press, he offers, presents a directional 
tendency in an object or a situation in environments in 
which persons find themselves. For example, classrooms in 
which students perceive the expected behavior to be to work 
hard to get good grades will direct their attention to 
doing what is necessary to achieve that goal. The force 
from the environment that drives them to this behavior can 
be viewed as the environmental press. 
To continue with this line of reasoning, he suggests 
that environments can be classified in terms of the kinds 
of benefits and harms they provide. Notwithstanding, he 
contends, everything that can supposedly harm or benefit 
the well-being of people can be classified as pressive, 
while everything else can be regarded as having little 
consequence on the behavior of people (Murray, 1938). 
Therefore, the process by which human beings recognize 
what press is being exerted on them at any given moment, he 
posits, is a "pressive perception". These perceptions, he 
suggests, induce an arousal which evokes some sort of 
responsive behavior which is defined as a "need". 
A need, then, according to Murray (1938), is a con¬ 
struct which stands for a force originating in the brain. 
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Similarly, he contends that needs do not exist in isolation 
but are accompanied by inner feelings or emotions. This 
combination, he offers, serves as the impetus for setting 
certain observable modes of adaptive patterns of behavior 
or actions into motion. Thus the response to a need is 
very compelling and guides the organization and interpreta¬ 
tion of perceptions in such a way that individuals search 
for fulfilling experiences or strive to change unsatis¬ 
factory ones into more gratifying situations. 
Moreover, he infers parallel relationships between 
personality types and one's penchant for certain types of 
environmental settings. It is theorized, individuals are 
unique in their responses to environmental press and 
exhibit systematic patterns which are consistent (Murray, 
1938). Also, it is argued, an understanding of this 
process is essential to examining how forces of environ¬ 
mental settings exert influence on behavior. 
Stern, Stein, and Bloom (1956) expanded the theory of 
Murray and incorporated the concept of "common beta 
press". It is their contention that common beta press is a 
group's mutual perception of the same components of a 
particular environment. Common beta press, then, is a 
collective or shared interpretation of perceptions of the 
environmental press. 
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Consistent with this position, persons sharing common 
beta press or "consensual" beta press exhibit similar per¬ 
sonality traits and qualities of performance in a given 
situation (Stern, 1970). Also, compatible with the notion 
put forth by, Murray (1938), this combination of environ¬ 
mental press and personality type is considered to be a 
determinant of behavior. 
In addition to the concept of common beta press, 
"private beta press" is entertained (Stern, Stein, & 
Bloom, 1956). It is posited, as much as perceptions of 
individuals with similar personalities are in agreement, 
there can be some aspects of their responses to the same 
environmental setting that are unique and individualized. 
Thus, suggesting, an influence of past experiences on 
perceptions of current situations. 
From a more pragmatic perspective. Stern, Stein and 
Bloom (1956) argue, the concept of environmental press is 
applicable to any setting in which individuals find them¬ 
selves. To that end, colleges and universities are viewed 
as institutions to which this notion applies (Stern, Stein, 
Bloom, 19 56) . 
Institutions of higher education, they contend, exert 
institutional press through goals, purposes, policies, 
practices and values they enact (Stern, Stein, and Bloom, 
1956). This, supposedly, constitutes authentic institu- 
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tional press. The influence colleges exercise over student 
bodies, then, is synonymous with environmental press. 
Following this line of thinking, a reasonable assump¬ 
tion developed is that colleges or universities may differ 
in terms of the press they impose upon individuals (Stern, 
Stein, & Bloom, 1956). Therefore, as individuals progress 
in their development in a particular environment, they are 
exposed to press differing in both quality and intensity. 
Examining assertions of Stern (1970), it is noted that 
assumptions shared by Stein, Bloom and Murray are en¬ 
larged. Students, he suggests, select colleges and univer¬ 
sities with an environmental press offering a close match 
with their personality needs. In accordance with the 
aforementioned positions, he likewise acknowledges people’s 
responses to environmental press as being adaptive (Stern, 
1970) . 
This adaptive process, he suggests is an integrative 
one in that it integrates the environmental press of 
educational settings into one's personal system (Stern, 
1970). Although, he suggests, this adaptive process will 
be unique for any given individual, it is offered that for 
the most part, a generalized response of the student body 
will evident similarities (Stern, 1970). More than likely, 
he contends, members of a particular subgroup will exhibit 
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similar responses to a comparable environmental press 
(Stern, 1970). 
This supposition of personality fit with environmental 
press is predicated on the assumption of students con¬ 
sciously electing to attend colleges that match their 
personality needs. This match between personality type and 
the environmental press that exists is defined as "environ¬ 
mental congruence" (Stern, 1970). 
However, when the opposite occurs, discomfort and 
stress persist. The antithesis of congruence, as defined 
by Stern (1970), is "dissonance". Dissonance, then, in¬ 
dicates an unstable needs-press combination, leading to a 
modification of the existing press into a more congruent 
direction or to the withdrawal of its inhabitants from 
these environmental settings. However, if an artificial 
equilibrium is maintained through the use of coercion, 
dissonance may not be evident (Stern, 1970). 
A position held by Bloom (1964) is that of environ¬ 
ments influencing the development of specific character¬ 
istics. Congruent with this stance, it is argued, this 
phenomenon is common to educational settings which is 
evident through the corresponding influence it exerts on 
the academic achievement of students within the same 
classrooms (Bloom, 1964). The basic assumption held is 
that environments determine the extent and kind of change 
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taking place in a particular characteristic (Bloom, 1964). 
This stance somewhat parallels that of Stern, regarding the 
maintenance of an artificial equilibrium through coercion. 
In addition. Bloom (1964) asserts, powerful environ¬ 
ments direct all individuals within them to change in 
uniform ways. These environments are perceived to be 
incredibly pervasive with residents being completely 
absorbed in situations which press them from every angle 
toward a predetermined attainment of specific goals or 
behavior (Bloom, 1964). 
Inherent in this position is the supposition of the 
extent to which a defined solution is all encompassing and 
determines the forcefulness with which it impacts inhab¬ 
itants of a particular environmental setting (Bloom, 
1964). Therefore it is suggested, when environments are 
held constant, the relationship between the influence of 
the environment at any age approaches unity (Bloom, 1964). 
It is assumed, changes taking place in the occupants are 
largely a function of the environment in which they reside 
at a given time (Bloom, 1964). 
Another prominent researcher. Barker (1963), adds an¬ 
other dimension to the concept of the influence of environ¬ 
ment on behavior. The relationship between individuals and 
their environments, he suggests, is a more passive one. 
Environment is described as possessing a combination of 
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highly structured improbable arrangements of objects and 
events directing behavior to conform to the pre-existing 
patterning of the environmental setting (Barker,1963). 
This proposition is predicated on the concept of "the 
stream of behavior". 
The stream of behavior is defined as a continuum of 
encapsulated behavior or activities with clearly delineated 
beginnings and endings (Barker,1963). This continuum of 
action, supposedly, can be divided into an infinite number 
of parts termed "behavior units". Behavior units, accord¬ 
ing to Baker (1963), are natural self-sustaining units that 
are impertinent to manipulations attempted by occupants. 
Embedded in this theory is the comparison of behavior 
units with ecological units to allow for generalizabi1ity. 
It is suggested, essential characteristics of any ecol¬ 
ogical unit are the same for any unit to be studied and it 
is in this same context in which behavioral units are 
viewed by Barker (1968). 
Therefore, the underlying assumption on which behavior 
units is based is the ecology of science which is described 
as the identification and description of the natural en¬ 
tities or events of a science, and of their relevant con¬ 
texts or environments (Barker, 1938). These features are 
incorporated into a unified system of concepts which is 
classified as ecological units (Barker, 1968). 
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Ecological units are maintained without feedback from 
external stimuli, have a time space locus and boundaries 
separating internal and external patterns (Barker, 1968). 
Likewise, they consist of sets of identifiable phenomena 
which are independent of the behavior with which they are 
associated (Barker, 1968). 
Hence, behavior occurring at a specific point in time 
is completely determined by its accompanying life space. 
Barker (1968) further contends, the ecological environment 
is the objective perceptual context of real life settings 
in which people react in a specified way. Therefore, 
knowledge of the ecological context of one's life space is 
held to be crucial to the understanding of any presenting 
behavior (Barker, 1968). 
Intricately interwoven into behavior units are behav¬ 
ior settings which are circumscribed by identifiable bound¬ 
aries existing within milieus (Barker, 1968). Milieus 
prescribe appropriate behavior patterns for a given setting 
(Barker, 1968). Behavior exhibited in a particular 
setting, then, is directed by the environmental settings 
independent of the behavior of the occupants (Barker, 
1968). Therefore, residents in identical behavior settings 
will display homogeneous behavior that is unique to that 
particular setting. 
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Moos (1973) shares assertions paralleling those 
espoused by others. A comprehensive approach to concep¬ 
tualizing human environments, social environments, and 
educational environments is provided. Moreover, his 
conceptualization of human environments is based on a 
compilation of views expressed by him, as well as by others 
and is supported by relevant accompanying research 
findings. Hence, six different ways of classifying human 
environments are suggested. They are: 
1. Ecological dimensions-shaping of society by 
climate, geographical features and physical 
design variables. 
2. Dimensions of organization structure-influencing 
behavior by structural dimensions such as size, 
staffing ratios, salary levels, span of organi¬ 
zational control, etc. 
3. Personal characteristics of milieu inhabitants- 
dependence on the typical characteristics of 
members such as age, sex, socioeconomic status, 
abilities, group memberships, physique and other 
background data to define the character of the 
environment. 
4. Behavior settings-environmental and behavioral 
units that guide behavior. 
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5. Functional or reinforcement properties of environ- 
ments-substantial variance in behavior from one 
setting to another as a function of reinforce¬ 
ment . 
6. Psychological characteristics and organizational 
climate-psychological and social dimensions of 
environments. (Moos, 1973). 
Moos' position regarding the influence of environ¬ 
mental press on behavior and one's response to the press, 
likewise, is similar to those of Murray, Stern, Stein and 
Bloom. Fundamental to his framework is the supposition 
that social environments consist of three basic dimensions 
that are common to all environmental settings (Moos, 
1973). These dimensions are: 
1. Relationship-the extent to which individuals are 
involved in the environment and support each 
other, and the extent of spontaneity and free and 
open expressiveness among them. 
2. Personal Development-basic directions along which 
personal development and self-enhancement tend to 
occur in a particular environment. 
3. System Maintenance and System Change-the extent to 
which the environment is orderly, clear in its 
expectations, maintains control and is responsive 
to change. 
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Stemming from an examination of these three dimensions 
and the six ways of conceptualizing human environments, 
four relevant domains of environmental variables which are 
thought to influence educational environments were con¬ 
ceived (Moos, 1973). They are: physical settings, organi¬ 
zational factors, human aggregates and social climates. 
Supposedly, each of these domains influence educational 
outcomes directly as well as indirectly (Moos, 1973). 
However, the social environment is considered to be more 
important than the others and should be the prime focus. 
It is thought to mediate the influence of the other three 
domains (Moos, 1973). 
In line with the thinking of Murray, Stein, Bloom and 
Stern, Moos (1973) suggests, that an interactional process 
between personal and environmental factors generates a 
cognitive appraisal. This appraisal leads to the inter¬ 
pretation of perceptions of environmental press as poten¬ 
tially harmful, beneficial, or irrelevant. When environ¬ 
ments are perceived to be potentially harmful, in addition 
to views offered by others of changing the environmental 
system to match personal needs. Moos (1973) offers, one 
possible option for coping might be for people to alter 
their own individual personal systems to provide a better 
match with the environmental system. 
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As was the case with Stern, Stein and Bloom, Moos 
(1973) contends, both environmental and personal systems 
influence each other through a mutual selection. This, 
likewise, infers a conscious matching of environmental 
settings with individual personality types. Also, it is 
reasoned that inhabitants and new members of environmental 
settings influence each other through mediation (Moos, 
1973). This mediation affords an adaptation which 
ultimately affects personal interests and values, self- 
concepts and health, and aspiration and achievement levels 
(Moos, 1973 ) . 
Research Related Theories 
The utility of theories is greatly enhanced when they 
can be empirically examined and supported statistically. 
Notwithstanding, many of the theorists carried out research 
to test their suppositions or they were examined by others. 
Using Murray's classification of needs as a model. 
Stern (1958) constructed the Activities Index consisting of 
statements relevant to conventional social activities to 
measure individual needs. Also, a companion instrument the 
College Characteristic Index was developed to assess the 
environmental press of colleges ( Pace & Stern, 1958). 
Both instruments were based on the 30 needs in Murray s 
taxonomy. 
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Early research carried out using the College Charac¬ 
teristic Index rendered information evidencing respectable 
reliability and validity of its scales and the potential 
usefulness of this approach in measuring college charac¬ 
teristics (Pace & Stern, 1958). Moreover, findings gen¬ 
erated demonstrated significant differences in the press of 
different college environments. 
Further research conducted by Stern (1960, 1962). 
using both the Activities Inventory and the College Char- 
acteristic Index indicated that there was far more variance 
between college campuses than between student bodies. 
Variance within the press identified for each college was 
quite small, thus, suggesting a high degree of consensus 
regarding the environment press at each institution. In 
addition, students' personality types were noted to be 
distributed more broadly on the various campuses than were 
the types of environmental press. Moreover, results from 
research carried out by McFee (1961) using the Activities 
Inventory and the College Characteristic Index seemed to 
further substantiate that the assessment of college press 
could be accomplished without the contamination of personal 
needs . 
Furthermore, research conducted by Stern (1961, 1962), 
demonstrated that no relationship was found to exist be¬ 
tween students' characterizations of their needs and their 
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characterization of the institutional press. It was 
reported that student bodies tended to resemble the press 
of their own institutions slightly more than those of other 
institutions and displayed similar overt behavioral char¬ 
acteristics and need profiles. Institutions demonstrating 
comparable observable characteristics, seemingly, had sim¬ 
ilar press profiles. 
Another instrument, the Environmental Assessment Tech¬ 
nique, predicated on the supposition of a major portion of 
environmental forces being transmitted through other 
people, likewise, was constructed to assess the environ¬ 
mental press of college campuses (Astin & Holland, 1961). 
The initial validity of of this tool was established using 
the College Characteristics Index. 
In accordance with the findings of other research 
using the College Characteristic Index, data generated 
using the Environmental Assessment Technique yielded 
comparable results (Astin & Holland, 1961). A report of 
the findings indicated the attributes of the student body 
reflected a major portion of the press within college 
environments. In addition, personal orientations of 
students in parallel majors were shown to be highly stable 
over time. 
Other studies conducted utilizing the Environmental 
Assessment Technique In combination with the Activities 
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Inventory, also, generated findings compatible with those 
reported by McFee, Stern, and Pace (Astin, 1962). For 
instance, using the College Characteristic Inventory in 
combination with the Activities Inventory, through a factor 
analysis, the principal dimensions along which collegiate 
institutions differ were identified. Likewise, these dif¬ 
ferences were noted not to be related to the personality 
needs of the students. 
In addition, the results from another project offered 
statistically significant findings for the construct 
validity of the Environmental Assessment Technique for 
assessing the environmental press of colleges (Astin, 
1965). Moreover, other findings evidenced a consistency of 
similarities among the of environmental press of various 
fields of study (Astin, 1965) . 
Another supposition tested by Walberg (1972) is the 
hypothesis of Bloom, "the correlation between measurements 
on the same characteristics at two different times ap¬ 
proaching unity when the environment in which the individ¬ 
uals have lived during the intervening period is known and 
taken into consideration." (1964, p. 192). An environ¬ 
mental inventory was used to assess classroom environments 
and tools from a battery of tests were used to measure 
cognitive achievement. In addition, students' general 
abilities were established. 
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The ability of the environment inventory to predict 
cognitive and behavioral attributes was measured by post¬ 
tests. A multiple, multivariate, ordered, step-wise 
regression of the data displayed canonical variates derived 
from the environment scales. This data suggest that a 
small but significant percentage of variance accounted for 
in the post-tests after entering pre-tests and IQ in the 
equation is contributed to the environment. As with other 
research reviewed, findings reported are statistically 
significant. Thus, supporting the underlying assumptions 
regarding the influence of environmental press on academic 
performance. 
Similarly, data generated from research conducted to 
support Barker's position on environmental press is for¬ 
warded. Findings rendered, from a study carried out by 
Dickman (1963) evidenced the identification of the preva¬ 
lence of behavior units in ecological environments. Also, 
Schoggen (1963) produced significant results demonstrating 
agreement among recorders in the reporting of behavior 
units and the properties of the environment that exert 
pressure on behavior. 
Likewise, suppositions espoused by Moos are examin¬ 
ed. He developed social scales to assess the environmental 
press of nine diverse settings (Moos, 1973). These envi¬ 
ronments included educational and treatment settings; 
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correctional institutions; military companies; families; 
social, task oriented and therapeutic groups; and indus¬ 
trial and work milieus (Moos, 1973). Data from this 
research provided support for the basic premise of the 
prevalence of three dimensions across any setting. 
In addition, focusing attention on classroom envi¬ 
ronments, a classroom environment scale, was developed and 
used to identify the differences between the environmental 
press of classrooms (Moos, 1973). The results reported 
suggest students expressed greater satisfaction in class¬ 
rooms in which a combination of personal student-teacher 
relationships, innovative teaching materials and the exist¬ 
ence of a clarity of rules were evident. Moreover, in 
classes in which students were expected to master a great 
deal of content, a blending of a concern for students as 
people along with an emphasis on working hard for academic 
rewards within a organized context yielded greater satis¬ 
faction and achievement. 
Also, using an environmental scale to assess the 
social environment of college residences, it was deter¬ 
mined, social environments of colleges emphasizing rela¬ 
tionship dimensions have a positive impact on student 
satisfaction and morale (Moos, 1973). In addition, it was 
noted that too much of a push for personal growth had a 
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negative effect and contributed to high rates of absen¬ 
teeism, drop out and illness. 
A constant in all these findings for research con¬ 
ducted by Moos is the influence of the social domain. 
These results support his contention of the social domain 
being a salient variable. 
Person-Environment Congruence of Classrooms 
Research presented related to testing theories on 
environmental press suggests basic theoretical frameworks 
relevant to environmental press are functional, useful 
and empirically testable. In addition, unified comprehen¬ 
sive conceptual models were solidified and instruments 
constructed to measure environmental press were supported 
as being both reliable and valid, lending credence to 
theories put forth. 
The models examined, provide sound foundations for 
research on classroom environments. To that end, these 
suppositions have been used extensively as basic assump¬ 
tions to guide the examination of the environmental press 
of classrooms (Fraser, 1981). 
Operationalizing these premises, the research on 
classroom environments conducted to date can be divided 
into two categories, predictive and criterion validity 
studies (Walberg, 1981). Criterion validity studies 
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investigate criterion variables such as class size, grade 
level, and school types, while the major focus of predict¬ 
ive validity studies is forecasting learning outcomes or 
behaviors based on students' perceptions of their environ¬ 
ments (Fraser, 1981). Included in the category of pre¬ 
dictive validity research are studies which explore con¬ 
gruence of perceptions of actual and preferred environ¬ 
mental press. 
A review of the research on congruence of percep¬ 
tions of actual and preferred social environments of 
classrooms, as reported by Fraser (1981), yielded 
findings demonstrating empirically significant discrep¬ 
ancies in perceptions between preferred and actual 
environmental press . Similarly, the results from the 
predictive validity studies evidence comparable statis¬ 
tical significance (Fraser. 1981). In addition to this 
the employment of an array of research designs were noted 
and both individuals and classes were employed as units 
of analyses. A multiplicity of variables were examined, 
and statistical analysis of data included simple correla¬ 
tions, as well as, sophisticated multiple regression 
equations . 
Nonetheless, Cronbach argues, as cited by Fraser 
(1981), that the choice of the unit for analysis is of 
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importance because the perceptual measures having the 
same operational definitions may have different substan- 
tiative interpretations with different analytical units. 
Likewise, Robinson's position (cited in Fraser, 1981) 
suggests studies employing different units, test somewhat 
different substantive hypotheses and relationships 
obtained using another unit of analysis could differ in 
magnitude and in sign from those obtained from using a 
different unit of analysis. 
Moreover, evidence indicates that the size of 
environment-learning associations differ significantly 
when different units of analyses are used (Haertel, 
Walberg & Haertel, 1979). Also, it is asserted, the use 
of "certain units of analysis (students when classes are 
the primary sampling units) violates the requirement of 
the independence of observations and calls into question 
the results of any statistical test performed" (Fraser, 
1981, p. 9). 
Using the class mean in situations where classes are 
the primary sampling unit overcomes the problem of the 
lack of the separateness of the observations, but pre¬ 
vents the examination of the interactions of unique 
variables specific to students and their classroom envi¬ 
ronments (Fraser, 1981). A possible solution to this 
dilemma offered, is to use individual students as units 
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of analysis, but employ the Jack-knife technique to ad¬ 
just significant levels to allow for the examination of 
the intricacies of individual observations (Fraser, 
1981). 
In addition, as reported by Fraser (1981), three 
shortcomings are evident in most research that has been 
done to investigate the person-environment fit of class¬ 
rooms. They are: 
1. educational environments have been expressed as 
single categorical variables when they consist 
of sets of continuous variables 
2. dimensions for conceptualizing and measuring per¬ 
son and environment fit have not been equivalent 
3. person-environment interactions frequently are 
not tested by the most powerful statistical 
tools available 
These deficiencies, reportedly, are corrected in studies 
conducted by Fraser and Rentoul (1980). 
One of these studies testing a person-environment 
fit hypothesis, according to Fraser & Rentoul (1980) 
provided for a correction of the three flaws outlined. 
It is contended that the instrument employed. Individ¬ 
ualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire, offered a 
set of continuous variables. Likewise, it is held that 
this questionnaire demonstrated equivalent dimensions for 
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the description of both the person and the environment. 
Also, it is argued that maximum statistical power was 
afforded by using multiple regression techniques to 
permit the actual and preferred environment to be 
maintained as continuous variables. 
In this study, fourteen variables were used to 
explore the relationship between cognitive achievement, 
classroom openness, and actual-preferred congruence. The 
cognitive achievement instrument was selected from a 
battery of skill tests. The sample consisted of 285 
students in 15 junior high classes. 
Individuals were employed as the units of analyses 
because the sample size was assessed to be too small to 
warrant the use of classes as unit of analyses. The 
interpretation of the findings generated is that the 
actual-preferred interaction rather than the actual 
openness of the classroom environment was more crucial in 
predicting cognitive outcomes. 
A companion study using the same sample, tested the 
predictability of selected cognitive and affective 
outcomes from actual classroom individualization and the 
congruence between actual and preferred individualization 
(Rentoul & Fraser, 1980). In addition, the same class¬ 
room environment questionnaire was employed and a total 
of 18 variables were explored to investigate the rela- 
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tionships between learning outcomes, classroom individual¬ 
ization, and actual-preferred congruence. 
The learning outcomes were measured by a battery of 
three measures, two cognitive and one attitudinal. The 
environment questionnaire was used to obtain students’ 
perceptions of five dimensions of actual and preferred 
individualization. Data secured from this questionnaire 
were used to develop five new variables representing 
congruence between actual and preferred individual¬ 
ization. In addition, two student characteristics, gen¬ 
eral ability and gender were included. 
The basic purpose of this study was to predict post¬ 
test achievement from pre-test performance. Likewise, 
this study addressed the problem of single category 
variables and the congruency between the measurement of 
persons and environments. 
Duplicating the process in the prior study, the 
individual was the unit of analysis and multiple regres¬ 
sion was selected to analyze the data to allow for the 
utilization of the most powerful statistical treatment. 
The results indicated that the actual-preferred 
interaction rather than the individualization of the 
classroom environment was more important in predicting 
cognitive outcomes. However, the actual individual- 
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ization of the classroom environment seemed to be more 
critical in predicting affective outcomes. 
Also, in collaboration with Fisher (1983), Fraser 
carried out another study to identify discrepancies in 
students' perceptions between the actual and preferred 
classroom environment. In addition, strategies aimed at 
aligning the actual classroom environment more closely 
with that preferred by students were implemented. This 
study examined whether students' preferences for a par¬ 
ticular classroom environment mediated the relationship 
between achievement and the actual classroom environ¬ 
ment . 
This study was categorized as being unique by these 
authors because it involved the use of the Classroom 
Environment Scale to measure students' perceptions of 
actual and preferred classroom environments. This was 
carried our to determine if students in classes with a 
greater congruency between their perceptions achieved 
greater cognitive and affective outcomes than those 
students in classes with less congruence between their 
perceptions (Fraser & Fisher, 1983). Likewise, it was 
their contention that this study afforded methodology 
superior to that found for most study designed to 
investigate the person-environment fit of social 
environments of classrooms. 
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One factor cited as an improvement was the employ¬ 
ment of the class mean as the unit of analysis. Its use 
was justified for this study, the authors suggest, be¬ 
cause most classroom environment scales were originally 
developed to determine the average of classroom percep¬ 
tions. Another feature offered as an improvement was the 
measurement of the person and the environment as sets of 
equivalent and continuous variables. Also, student back¬ 
ground characteristics and actual environment were con¬ 
trolled for when examining the actual-preferred inter¬ 
action . 
In addition, it is suggested that the decision to 
reject the null hypothesis when it should not be, was 
reduced by interpreting only those individual interac¬ 
tions where the block of all interactions was associated 
with a significant amount of criterion variance. The use 
of regression surface analysis, they contend, provided 
the most powerful statistical method of analysis, thus 
enabling person-environment interactions to be repre¬ 
sented as the products of continuous variables. 
The sample included 116 eight and ninth grade 
science classes, each with a different teacher, in 33 
different schools. A random half of each class responded 
to the classroom environment scale so that an assessment 
of their perceptions of actual classroom environments 
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could be made. The other half of the class responded 
simultaneously to the classroom environment scale so that 
their perceptions of ideal classroom environments could 
be determined. The three instruments used to measure 
learning outcomes were selected from a battery of skill 
tests. Two of these instruments measured cognitive 
outcomes and one measured affective outcomes. 
Findings from this research indicated a block of 
actual-preferred interactions accounting for a signif¬ 
icant increment in criterion variance beyond that attrib¬ 
utable to the corresponding pretest, general ability and 
actual environment variables for two out of three learn¬ 
ing criteria. The relationships between residual cri¬ 
terion scores and actual classroom environment dimensions 
were more positive for classes with a higher congruency 
between the mean scores than for classes with a lower 
congruency between mean scores. Thus, the hypothesized 
person-environment interactions were supported. 
Likewise, the goal o£ additional research conducted 
by Fraser (1986), along with Byrne and Hattie as co¬ 
authors was to improve the methodology for research on 
person-environment congruence. This study permitted the 
meta-analysis of research that had been conducted per¬ 
taining to students' preferred environments and achieve¬ 
ment outcomes. Other goals of this research were to use 
40 
a factor analysis to identify sets of dimensions 
underlying preferred classroom environment scales, to use 
cluster analysis of students’ mean scores on preferred 
and actual environment scales to identify distinctive 
types of schools and to investigate the influence of the 
moderating variables of grade and gender. 
Their basic concern revolved around the unknown of 
the relationship between achievement and preferred 
environments, and ideal environments for academic 
achievement and students' perceptions of what is ideal. 
It is asserted that these questions need to be raised 
because results from different studies were based on the 
employment of a variety of instruments that did not 
necessarily measure the same components. Therefore, it 
is suggested that the findings from study to study may 
not have be based on the assessment of the same environ¬ 
mental factors. 
To remedy this problem, four instruments, the Class¬ 
room Environment Scale, Individualized Classroom Environ¬ 
ment Questionnaire, Hy Class Inventory and Quality of 
School Life instrument, were administered to assess 
classroom environments. Out of a sample of 1,675 stu¬ 
dents in grades 7, 9 and 11 from 18 schools in Australia, 
1,266, responded to the Classroom Environment Scale, 
1,231, to the Individualized Classroom Environment Ques 
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tionnaire, 1,209 to the My Class Inventory and 1,675 to 
three scales from the Quality of Life instrument. 
A shorten version of three preferred classroom 
environment instruments. Classroom Environment Scale, 
Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire and 
the My Class Inventory, was used to assess the preferred 
classroom environment. In addition, the three scales of 
the Quality of Life instrument. General Affect, Teachers 
and Opportunity, used to measure the actual school 
environment, were completed by all subjects. 
Analysis of data included an estimation of the re¬ 
liability for the different preferred and actual class¬ 
room environment tools, the factor analysis of the scales 
for the four instruments, a cluster analysis to group 
schools according to their similarities and a three-way 
multivariate analysis of variance to test if school, 
gender and grade level individually or interacting with 
each other were correlated with perceptions of preferred 
classroom environments. 
The report of the reliability for the environment 
assessment tools evidenced extremely high coefficients, 
ranging from .84 to .95. These results suggest that no 
one instrument is better than another for the assessment 
of students’ perceptions of the social environments of 
their classrooms. 
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Findings produced from the factor analyses illu¬ 
strated correlations that were generally positive and 
very similar. In addition, four distinct groups 
emerged. They were: 
1. peer conflict-tolerance of competition and 
aggression in contrast to harmony, predomi¬ 
nantly represented in My Classroom Inventory 
2. Individualization-preference for individual¬ 
ization or openness, more prevalent in Individ¬ 
ualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire 
3. teacher managed structure-the extent to which 
there is student involvement, following of 
planned curricula, orderliness and organization, 
and clarity of rules, more common to the Class¬ 
room Environment Scale. 
4. actual environment-comprised of the three scales 
from the Quality of Life instrument indicating 
the distinctiveness of the actual and preferred 
classroom scales. 
Clustering schools according to the mean responses 
on 26 preferred environment scales and one actual 
environment scale produced three groupings of schools. 
One group of schools, consisting of 8 schools, scored 
highest on the Peer Conflict Scale and medium to low on 
the Teacher-Managed Structured scales. A second group of 
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schools, 4, demonstrated the lowest opinion of the actual 
school environment and the lowest desire for classroom 
Structure and Individualization. The remaining group of 
schools, 6, rated their schools most favorably and exhib¬ 
ited the lowest scores on the Peer Conflict scales. 
A three-way multivariate analysis of variance, like¬ 
wise was performed. There were significant F values for 
the individual analysis for school types, gender, and 
grades. However, F values rendered for the interactions 
between gender and school, and gender, grade and school 
were not significant. 
Other results from this study were that estimates of 
achievement for English and mathematics were more highly 
correlated with the actual environment than with the 
preferred environment. Moreover, scores were higher in 
schools that were perceived to be happy places and 
offered a variety of learning opportunities. The highest 
correlations of scores for the preferred scales with 
achievement were Cohesiveness, Order and Organization, 
Personalization, Investigation, Participation and Rule 
Clarity. 
Another deficit perceived by Fraser and Treagust 
(1986), was a lack of the extension of research on person- 
environment fit of classroom environments to classes in 
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higher education. This lead to their development of the 
College and University Classroom Environment Inventory. 
This instrument was designed to assess students' and 
teachers' actual and preferred perceptions of the psycho¬ 
social environments in small classrooms in universities 
and colleges. The development of these instruments were 
guided by four criteria. They were: 
1. consistency with other secondary school instru¬ 
ments 
2. inclusion of the general categories identified 
in Moos' conceptualization of environments 
3. inclusion of the salient environmental press as 
identified by university teachers and students 
4. economy in administration and scoring. 
The sample to test the reliability and validity of 
these instruments consisted of 372 people, 307 of whom 
were enrolled in 30 postgraduate and undergraduate 
classes in a variety of disciplines in two institutions 
in Australia. The other 65 subjects were students in four 
education classes in a university in Illinois. In 
addition, 20 teachers, instructors for the 34 classes 
represented, were included. 
The internal consistency of the actual and preferred 
form was calculated using the Cronbach alpha coefficient. 
Using individuals as the unit of analysis, coefficients 
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ranged from .53 to .90 and with classes as the unit of 
analysis, from .78 to .90. 
Likewise, the discriminant validity of these instru¬ 
ments were established using both classes and individuals 
as units of analyses. This was determined by using the 
mean correlation of one scale with the other six scales 
as an index. These values, reports the authors, were 
small enough to suggest that the scales have acceptable 
discrim-inant validity. 
Another feature checked was the ability of the in¬ 
strument to differentiate the environment press of dif¬ 
ferent classes. A one-way analysis of variance of scores 
on the scales grouped according to the classes in which 
they were enrolled was conducted. Results indicate 
significant differences at .001 between the perceptions 
of students by class. 
Other findings were coefficients significant at .01 
for the univariate association for Satisfaction and the 
six environment variables. Personalization, Involvement, 
Student Cohesiveness, Task Orientation, Innovation and 
Individualization, and at .05 and .01 respectively for 
the environment variables. Student Cohesiveness and Task 
Orientation for Locus of Control. Also the results of 
the multiple regression analyses from the correlation 
between an outcome measure for the six scales for Sat- 
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isfaction was significant at .001. Furthermore, it was 
noted that when beta weights were employed, classroom 
satisfaction was significantly greater in more cohesive 
and task oriented classes. 
In addition, significant differences were evident 
between student's and faculty's perceptions of their 
classrooms. Instructors perceived higher levels of 
Involvement, Student Cohesiveness and Satisfaction in 
classrooms than did students. 
The review of other research on person-environment 
fit (Darkenwald & Gavin, 1987; Deyoung, 1977; Nielsen & 
Moos, 1978; Rich & Bush, 1978), using criteria estab¬ 
lished by Fraser, in collaboration with others, yields an 
observation that the more common deficits were the lack 
the use of the most powerful statistical treatment for 
the analysis of the data and the treatment of environ¬ 
mental variables as continuous variables. However, the 
other problem of a lack of an equivalent measurement of 
the person and the environment was not evident in two 
studies (Nielsen & Moos, 1978; Rich & Bush, 1978). 
Despite the deficits identified by using the cri¬ 
teria of Fraser and others to evaluate these studies, it 
is the judgment of this author that valuable contribu¬ 
tions have been made. The major focus of this research 
has been to examine relationships between specified 
47 
perceptions of variables with the congruency of students' 
the social environments of their classrooms. 
For instance, Nielsen and Moos (1978), investigated 
the social-psychological adjustment of high school stu¬ 
dents enrolled in a wide range of subject areas, exhib¬ 
iting varying levels for a preference for the exploration 
of new and varied activities. To that end, three kinds 
of information were collected. They were data related to 
individual social exploration, the social climate of 
classrooms and indicators of social adaptation. 
The individual social exploration data were obtained 
by administering Form D of the Edwards-Kelly Exploration 
Questionnaire. Students with scores in the lower quarter 
were identified as having a low preference for explora¬ 
tion and students' scores falling within the two middle 
quarters represented a medium preference for explora¬ 
tion. On the other hand, those scores in the highest 
quarter indicated students with a high preference for 
exploration. 
In addition, the Classroom Environment Scale was the 
instrument used to assess the social climate for explora¬ 
tion in the classrooms. This was accomplished by using, 
five of the subscales. Involvement, Affiliation, Innova¬ 
tion and Teacher Control, to determine the press preva- 
lent for social exploration. Hence, this study employed 
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an equivalent measurement of exploration for both the 
person and the environment. 
Also, social adaptation was measured by students' 
reports of satisfaction with the classroom, the teacher, 
the subject matter, and teaching strategies. This in¬ 
cluded determining levels of happiness, anxiety and se- 
curity. 
A two-analysis was used to examine the relationship 
between the existing classroom climate for exploration, 
students' perferences for exploration and social adapta¬ 
tion. Findings produced evidenced regardless of stu¬ 
dents' preferences for exploration, those in classes with 
a higher press for exploration were better adjusted than 
those in classes with a lower press. Also, it seemed 
that students with a higher preference for exploration 
were better adjusted and more satisfied than those who 
exhibited a low preference for exploration. Discrep¬ 
ancies between students' penchants for high exploration 
climates and the existing social environment tended to 
have had a strong impact on their adaptation, while 
discrepancies between actual and preferred exploration 
environmental needs for low achievers seemed to have been 
of little consequence. 
Research conducted by Deyoung (1977), similarly, 
yielded useful findings. It was hypothesized that a 
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greater congruence between real and ideal classroom cli¬ 
mates would be reflected in an increased appreciation for 
and satisfaction with the course and its content. 
Shorten versions of the Classroom Environment Scale, 
Forms R and I, were administered approximately half-way 
through one academic quarter to assess students' per¬ 
ceptions of the real and ideal social environments in a 
required psychology/education class. Discrepancies 
between scores for parallel subscales for each form were 
determined. This discrepancy between the scores for each 
form was used to restructure the course content and the 
management of the same course for the following quarter. 
During the subsequent quarter, the short version of 
the Classroom Environment Scale Form R, again was admin¬ 
istered to students enrolled in this course. The results 
were almost identical to those for students in the prior 
class for the preferred social environment. Also, stu¬ 
dents in a written report provided evidence that this 
class was better organized and that the discussion of 
topics were more interesting and intellectual. Likewise 
the content was perceived to be more relevant and 
useful. Thus, indicating the adjustments made in the 
social climate in this class were associated with a 
greater appreciation of classroom operations and con- 
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tent. However, the statistical treatment used to analyze 
the data was not clearly articulated. 
Rich and Bush (1978) offer a different set of vari¬ 
ables for scrutiny. They examined the hypothesis of 
students in congruent real and ideal classroom environ¬ 
ments evidencing greater achievement than those students 
for which this was not the case. The three outcomes in¬ 
vestigated were academic achievement, time at attention 
to task and affective perceptions. 
Both congruent and incongruent groups were estab¬ 
lished matching teacher style (direct v.s indirect) with 
student-social emotional development. The indirect 
teacher style was characterized by verbal behavior that 
fostered increased student freedom, reduced limits or 
encouraged participation. On the other hand the direct 
teacher style was described as verbal behavior that re¬ 
stricted student freedom, set limits and focused atten¬ 
tion on specific areas. Social emotional development of 
students was determined by a ranking of students based on 
teacher, peer and self-reported data. 
The sample consisted of 20 middle school teachers 
and 94 students in grades four, five and six. Academic 
achievement was measured by reporting the percentage of 
correct answers to both verbal and written questions that 
were related to reading assignments. Another variable. 
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time at attention was measured by recording the length of 
time students spent on carrying out teacher expected 
behavior during the time allotted for the group session. 
Affective perception were determined by the frequency 
with which students responded to both negative and 
positive interpersonal feelings. 
A two-way analysis of variance for each of the three 
outcomes yielded data indicating that there was greater 
performance on multiple student outcomes for those stu¬ 
dents in classes in which the teacher style was congruent 
with their social emotional development. Also, of spe¬ 
cial note is the finding that the congruent-learning rela 
tionships seemed to be independent of teacher style, sug¬ 
gesting that the congruency between learner needs and 
teacher style is directly related to teacher effective¬ 
ness . 
Another study investigating the dropout phenomenon 
in adult education was conducted by Darkenwald and Gavin 
(1987). The incongruency between actual and expected 
perceptions of classroom environments of students in a 
nontraditional educational setting was examined. The 
underlying assumption tested was, dropouts would exhibit 
a greater degree of discrepancy between their initial 
expectations and the social environment actually 
experienced in their classrooms. 
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The sample consisted of 93 students enrolled in five 
high school equivalency preparation classes in New 
Jersey. Two forms of the Classroom Environment Scale, R 
to assess the actual classroom environment and E to deter¬ 
mine student's perceptions of an expected classroom envi¬ 
ronment, were administered. Form E was administered 
immediately following students' registration for classes 
and Form R was administered during the fifth week of 
classes . 
A series of two sample t-tests were calculated to 
determine the significance of the discrepancy between 
scores for dropouts and persisters. In addition, a 
multiple regression was employed to examine the relation¬ 
ship between the discrepancies in scores for the nine 
corresponding subscales for each scale, thus indicating 
that the variables were treated as being continuous. 
Findings for persisters exhibited statistically signifi¬ 
cant discrepancy between scores on the dimension of Rule 
Clarity, while dropouts, displayed statistically signifi¬ 
cant discrepancies between scores for the dimension of 
Af fi1iation. 
In essence, there was more social involvement than 
the dropouts anticipated and persisters found less rule 
clarity than was expected. These data draw attention to 
a need to explore ways of predicting behavioral outcomes 
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for students in nontraditional classroom environments as 
they relate to environmental factors. 
The research conducted by Fraser and his colleagues, 
as well as other studies reviewed by this author, offer 
challenging considerations and added knowledge to the 
understanding of the relationship between person-environ¬ 
mental fit and the performance of students. in addition, 
Fraser and his colleagues afforded methodological imper¬ 
atives that should be investigated. Nonetheless, all 
approaches reviewed by this researcher, for this type of 
research, are determined to have produced valuable data. 
Theoretical Framework 
The current research is based on the premise of Moos 
(1973) of social environments of classrooms consisting of 
three dimensions. Relationship, Personal Development, and 
System Maintenance and System Change. These dimensions 
evoke stimuli to which students respond. Germane to this 
position is the supposition that if the existing social 
press in classrooms does not meet with people’s needs, 
adaptive behavior is employed. Moreover, a fundamental 
premise on which this research is based is that less than 
a congruent match between students' perceptions of the 
existing press of social environments of classrooms with 
what is preferred, in some way is related to academic 
achievement. 
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In addition, this framework incorporates the notion 
that there is a relationship between students' percep¬ 
tions of what is regarded as an ideal social environment 
of classrooms and their personality types. This position 
is based on the work of Stern and Moos (1973), suggesting 
that students will consciously select, when possible, 
social learning environments that match with their per¬ 
sonality needs . 
Part II. Perceptual Assessment of Environments 
Support for Perceptual Assessment 
Three methodologies are commonly employed to assess 
classroom environments. They are observations of class¬ 
room interactions, naturalistic enquiry (case study 
approach), and students' and teachers' perceptions of the 
social environments of their classrooms (Fraser, 1981). 
A popular instrument, the Classroom Environment Scale 
(Trickett & Moos, 1974) is an example of an instrument 
that relies on perceptions for the assessment of the 
social environment of classrooms. Therefore, an 
instrument such as this is classified as subjective 
measure. Moreover, instruments of this kind assess 
environments through the use students' perceptions of 
their classroom environments. 
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In comparison to students' and teachers' percep¬ 
tions of classroom environments, information obtained by 
observations provides a more objective data base. How¬ 
ever, it asserted that it would be very difficult for 
someone not actively involved in the setting to apprec¬ 
iate its nuances (Moos, 1979). Students' and teachers' 
perceptions of classroom environments are based on ex¬ 
periences spanning over a considerable period of time and 
it is this concentrated period of time spent in the same 
environment which facilitates the development of accurate 
and durable impressions (Fraser, 1981; Moos, 1979). 
Therefore, collective perceptions of inhabitants of 
classroom environments are thought to be far more power¬ 
ful than data generated from a limited number of observa¬ 
tions (Fraser, 1981). Furthermore, valid and meaningful 
differences among educational treatments, frequently are 
first indicated in changes in students' perceptions of 
their learning environment and later in learning outcomes 
(Walberg & Haertel, 1980). Since students' perceptions 
are determinants of their behavior, it is posited that 
their perceptions are far more credible than most objec¬ 
tive measures (Fraser, 1981; Walberg & Haertel, 1980). 
Moreover, students' perceptions provide an important 
perspective of the classroom environment (Moos,1979). 
56 
Moreover, perceptions of classroom environments have 
been found to account for more significant variance in 
learning outcomes than have interaction variables 
(Fraser, 1981). These findings suggest, students are 
more than able to perceive and weigh classroom stimuli 
and render valid judgements regarding the psychosocial 
characteristics of their classroom environments (Fraser, 
1981) . 
Likewise, it is asserted, that instruments relying 
on perceptual assessments to measure social environments 
of classrooms are far more economical than the two other 
methods specified (Fraser, 1981; Nielsen & Kirk, 1974; 
Walberg & Haertel, 1980). Other techniques require 
training for observers, recorders or testers, more 
equipment and time for the collection of data (Fraser, 
1981). In addition, self-reporting questionnaires, a 
common procedure for perceptual assessments are poten¬ 
tially more useful because of the possibility for their 
standardization (Nielsen & Kirk, 1971). 
Validity and Reliability of Perceptual Assessment 
Classroom environment scales are classified as high 
inference instruments. Responses on these tools are 
based on one's interpretation of the meaning of classroom 
events (Fraser, 1981). Moreover, they are more involved 
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with the assessment of the psychological significance of 
classroom events than with the evaluation of the effects 
the classroom events have on students and teachers 
(Fraser, 1981). Therefore, low inference instruments, 
are considered to be more objective and to measure observ¬ 
able phenomena. 
Issues surrounding the validity and reliability of 
high inference tools were investigated by Hase and 
Goldberg (1967). The study examined the differential 
validity of both low inference and high inference 
scales. This was done by selecting items from a common 
pool of questions from a low inference instrument and 
using them to develop both low and high inference tools. 
Multiple regression equations were developed for 
each scale for one half of the sample and applied to the 
other half. Likewise, the reverse was done. Members of 
each criterion group were randomly divided into equal 
subgroups for double cross-validation. 
Findings were, both low and high inference instru¬ 
ments are equivalent in their validity. Moreover, high 
inference instruments were demonstrated to enjoy equally 
high levels of reliability (Fraser, 1981). It is offered 
that these findings should help dispel the notion of low 
inference strategies being superior to high inference 
ones in assessing environmental press (Fraser, 1981). 
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Likewise, a similar conclusion is drawn by Walberg & 
Haertel (1980). They reported parallel findings by 
reviewing research that utilized these tools evidencing a 
respectable reliability and validity. Included in this 
review was the Classroom Environment Scale (Trickett & 
Moos, 1974) which was confirmed as possessing high levels 
of reliability that were accompanied by the manifestation 
of a repeated predictive validity (Walberg & Haertel, 
1980) . 
Moreover, the usefulness of high inference instru¬ 
ments is enhanced by its consistent measurement of 
phenomena over time. To that end, research conducted by 
Lawrenz (1977) analyzes the stability of students' 
perceptions of their classroom environments over time. 
A random sample of classes from western and central 
New York was used and a modified version of the Learning 
Environment Inventory was administered to a random half 
of students participating on three separate occasions. 
The sample included subjects who completed the instrument 
once, twice or three times. This research addressed the 
stability of the class mean scores and individual student 
scores for the inventory over time. 
The statistical procedure used to test the hypoth¬ 
eses was a multivariate analysis of variance. The over¬ 
all environmental differences over time were analyzed by 
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the MANOVA F statistics with class mean scores as the 
unit of analysis. The results generated supported the 
hypothesis of no class difference in scores for the three 
administrations of the inventory. 
Part III. Changing Classroom Environments 
Approaches to Research 
Walberg and Haertel (1980) offer research pertinent to 
the characterization of ideal or positive learning environ¬ 
ments are viewed in two ways, as means to an end or as ends 
in themselves. Very little tension if any is produced, it 
is observed, between these two positions. It is allowed, 
that constructive climates and valued educational accom¬ 
plishments are mutually compatible and that the same kinds 
of environments are indicated regardless of which goal is 
to be attained (Walberg and Haertel, 1980). 
However, these two distinct stances have lead to 
different research designs. If positive environments for 
learning are seen as the outcome, dependent variables are 
contrasted with discrete curricula or other treatments 
(Walberg & Haertel, 1980). On the other hand, if positive 
environments for learning are seen as means to an end for 
greater academic accomplishment, correlational studies are 
usually employed along with other measures to predict 
achievement (Walberg & Haertel, 1980). For either ap- 
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proach, scores on an environment scale are commonly used 
to characterize individual students' perceptions or aver¬ 
ages over all or some part of the classroom environment 
(Walberg & Haertel, 1980). 
Both Fraser (1981) and (Moos 1979) support the 
notion of a positive classroom environment being an end 
in its own right. It is their contention that practical 
applications of findings from research on classroom 
environments should be instituted to provide a more 
congruent fit between actual and preferred perceptions of 
classroom environments. Discrepancies between percep¬ 
tions of actual and preferred environments, then, should 
be the basis for planning environmental changes which 
align the actual environment more closely with students' 
or teachers' preferred environmental press (Fraser, 
1981) . 
Strategies for Change 
The utilization of environmental assessments to fa¬ 
cilitate changes in classroom environments has not been a 
regular practice. An examination of research on person- 
environment fit of classroom environments by this re¬ 
searcher revealed two such studies. One study was con¬ 
ducted by Deyoung (1977) and the other by Fraser and 
Fisher ( 19 8 3) . 
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Both Moos (1979) and Fraser (1980) offer, nonethe¬ 
less, concrete suggestions on ways data generated from 
research on the person-environment fit of classroom en¬ 
vironments can be processed to guide interventions and to 
improve environments. These, suggestions are based on 
the results from other studies in other settings (Moos & 
Otto, 1972; Pierce and Moos, 1972; Schroeder, 1979). 
Findings rendered, however, are thought to be applicable 
to classrooms. 
From these findings and others. Moos (1979) gener¬ 
ated five strategies. They are maximizing educational 
information, facilitating and evaluating environmental 
change, implementing educational consultation, formulat¬ 
ing ecological case studies and enhancing environmental 
competence. 
The first strategy, maximization of educational 
information, is operationalized by reporting the dis¬ 
crepancy found between actual and preferred perceptions 
of classroom environments to the inhabitants. These data 
hold the promise of generating knowledge of the psycho¬ 
social or perceived social attributes of the educational 
setting and the course innovations might take (Moos, 
1979). Likewise, this information can serve as the 
impetus for the discussion around how the environment can 
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be changed. In fact, the information from this phase is 
the initial point for all ensuing strategies. 
Feedback, then, initiates the facilitation and eval¬ 
uation of environmental change. This process consists of 
five sequential steps (Moos, 1979). The first one in¬ 
volves carrying out an orderly systematic assessment of 
the environment. Then, areas of discrepancy between the 
actual and preferred perceptions of classroom environ¬ 
ments are communicated to the occupants of the setting. 
Through consensus, these discrepancies are used to 
develop concrete plans (Moos, 1979). After an agreed 
upon interval of time in which it is felt that desired 
changes should have occurred, the same environmental 
scale is administered to assess the actual classroom 
environment to determine if the desired changes in 
attributes are manifested. 
Results from the evaluation of the status of the 
changes are the genesis for setting new goals or a 
reaffirmation of prior goals through consensus (Moos, 
1979). Whatever these findings, the process of in¬ 
novation is put in to motion again. The logical end of 
any change is the development of other innovations (Moos, 
1979). Therefore, innovations is viewed as a continuous 
process . 
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Securing the services of a consultant to assist in 
the implementation of environmental changes of class¬ 
rooms, likewise, is another way of lessening disconti¬ 
nuity among perceptions (Moos (1979). The beginning 
phase, the assessment-feedback-planning sequence, con¬ 
sists of examining variables that are relevant to a 
consultant's task. An understanding of other issues, 
such as the amount of resistance to change, resources for 
generating and maintaining changes, and values and 
priorities of the staff, facilitates the consultant's 
acquisition of a more accurate profile of the setting. 
In addition, consultants offer the possibility of a 
different way of conceptualizing the environment (Moos, 
1979). This insight can be the motivation for a cogni¬ 
tive shift leading to a lessening of resistance in the 
name of tradition. A likely, benefit, then, is the 
ameliorating of conflict. Also, an avenue for redefining 
roles is afforded (Moos, 1979). 
Gathering information about people's environments, 
such as their classrooms, living groups, and family 
settings is another way of approaching the reconciliation 
of the dissonance between perceptions of actual and 
preferred classroom environments (Moos, 1979). This 
information is used to develop ecologically relevant case 
studies. 
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The development of ecologically relevant case 
studies consists of using information pertinent to 
individuals' discrepancies scores to provide individual 
counseling and intervention. Since changes are expected 
to occur within the students, knowledge obtained is the 
focal point for a discussion relevant to students' 
perceptions of the influence the physical and social 
environments in which they reside have on them. They are 
assisted in organizing problems related to their environ¬ 
ments into manageable units which they can actively 
tackle in an organized fashion. 
Likewise, environmental competence, is similar to 
the development of ecologically relevant case studies. 
Changes recommended, likewise, are not within the envi¬ 
ronment per se but within the inhabitants. Hence, 
environmental competence is concerned with students' 
abilities to cope and adapt to and successfully handle 
identified environmental pressures and stress (Moos, 
1979). The goal of this technique is to teach students 
to create, select, and transcend environments in order to 
enhance their environmental competence. 
Students are assisted in analyzing social settings 
to aid them in their selection of a variety of environ¬ 
ments in which they can function competently so as to 
maximize their personal growth (Moos, 1979). They are 
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taught to conceptualize the components of their environ¬ 
ments, as well as their interrelatedness and to under¬ 
stand and control the potential impact of the environment 
on their everyday lives (Moos, 1979). 
The later two strategies of formulating ecological 
case studies and the enhancement of environmental com¬ 
petence are based on the supposition put forth earlier by 
Moos. Simply stated, it is contended, one response to 
environmental dissonance is the altering of one's own 
personal system to match the existing environmental 
press . 
Implementing Change: Advantages and Disadvantages 
Facilitating and implementing changes in classroom 
environments are not without problems. At the inception 
of the initial phase of providing feedback, both benefits 
and areas of conflict can be conceived. 
One advantage is that a clearer understanding is 
developed of what dimensions of the environment are 
impinging upon the behavior of its occupants (Moos, 
1979). In addition, a clarification of classroom expecta 
tions can ensue with the potential of supporting the 
development of increased feelings of competence (Moos, 
1979). Moreover, a vehicle for discussing topics re 
garding teacher and student roles, institutional poli- 
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cies or sources of resistance to change can be put 
forth. Attention is focused on areas of mutual concerns, 
therefore, increased involvement is invited for those 
persons residing within them (Moos, 1979). The end 
product, hopefully, will be a wider participation. 
Problems that abound with the facilitation of the 
modifications of classroom environments are partially due 
to tension that is inherent in the implementation of 
change. For instance, lack of agreement around the pre¬ 
ferred direction chanqes should take can cause a tem¬ 
porary decrease in cohesion or a lack of clarity re¬ 
garding alterations planned (Moos, 1979). Also, when 
change processes are put into action it might be diffi¬ 
cult to control or regulate their momentum (Moos, 1979). 
Consequently, changes enacted may far exceed those 
anticipated or planned. This can be disarming and 
generate a great deal of anxiety. In addition, the 
permanence of the innovations may not be sustained (Moos, 
1979) which can lead to frustration and a sense of 
futility. 
Summary 
The literature began with a presentation of broad 
theories related to the influence of environmental press 
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on behavior and culminated with a discussion of the 
implementation of strategies to facilitate a better fit 
between the actual and preferred social environments of 
classrooms. Included in this review were relevant 
research findings that were produced from the testing of 
the broad based theories. Similarly, their application 
to research on the personal-environment congruence of 
social environments of classrooms and the related 
methodological concerns were addressed. In addition, a 
theoretical framework for the current research was 
provided. 
Perceptual assessments, high inference instruments, 
were supported as being both reliable and valid measures 
to assess the environmental press of classroom environ¬ 
ments. Data generated from their use were shown to be 
consistently significant, thus supporting their potential 
usefulness . 
Therefore, the insights highlighted in this chapter 
guide the interpretation of the findings and the develop¬ 
ment of implications and recommendations. Also, this 
interweaving of facts lends credibility to the focus of 
the current research. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES* 
IMPLEMENTING RESEARCH ON PERSON-ENVIRONMENT^FIT 
Overview of the Chapter; Research n»«iqn 
It is noted from the review of the literature in 
Chapter II, that a paucity of research on the person- 
environment fit of social environments of classrooms in 
higher education is evident. Only two such studies, one 
conducted by Deyoung (1977) and the other by Fraser and 
Treagust (1986) were discovered by this researcher. 
However, this is not perceived to be a handicap 
because research carried out at the post-secondary level 
used similar research designs and theoretical frameworks as 
those employed for studies conducted at the junior high and 
senior high school level. Likewise, instruments developed 
by Fraser and Treagust (1986) to conduct their research at 
the higher education level were based on theories employed 
by Moos and Trickett (1974) in the development of the Class¬ 
room Environment Scale, a popular tool used predominantly 
in research at the secondary or a lower school level. 
Also, the major aspect of the designs chosen by Fraser 
and Treagust (1986) and Deyoung (1979) for their studies 
are similar to those utilized at the junior and senior high 
school level. More important, Deyoung used the shorten ver- 
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sion of the Classroom Environment Scale (Trickett and Moos, 
1974) to assess discrepancies between students' perceptions 
of the actual and preferred social environments of class¬ 
rooms . 
This author, likewise, used a similar approach. How¬ 
ever, the regular forms of R and I of the Classroom Envi¬ 
ronment Scale were used to determine the discrepancies 
between students' perceptions of their real and ideal 
classroom environments. 
In addition, this study examined the notion of Moos 
(1973) which posits a relationship between academic 
achievement and the disparity between perceptions of stu¬ 
dents' preferred and actual social environments of class¬ 
rooms. Likewise, this research is based on the preposition 
that there is a relationship between students' personality 
types and their perceptions of ideal social environments of 
classrooms . 
More precisely, this study is an exploratory 
correlational one, designed to assess the nature of the 
discrepancies between nursing students' perceptions of 
actual and preferred social environments of their class¬ 
rooms. Likewise, correlations between the discrepancies 
in students' perceptions of real and ideal social environ¬ 
ments of classrooms and academic achievement, as well as 
the relationship between the discrepancy in students' per- 
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ceptions of real and ideal classroom environments and their 
personality types are investigated. 
Sample 
Students 
The sample for this study consisted of 335 nursing 
students who were present in class the day the researcher 
selected to collect data and who volunteered to partici¬ 
pate. Their ages range from a low of 20 to high of 57. 
Sixty-seven (20%) of those students were in the sample 
twice because they were enrolled in two of the classes 
selected. Also, 13 of the subjects, 4%, were males. Had 
there been 100% class attendance, there would have been a 
potential of 495 participants. 
These subjects included both registered nurses 
(graduates of diploma or associate degree nursing pro¬ 
grams) and basic students (traditional high school grad¬ 
uates, persons with degrees in other areas or training in 
areas related to nursing and the nontraditional adult 
student). All subjects completed the required courses in 
nursing in which they were enrolled during the fall 
semester of the 1985-1986 academic year at a state college 
in Massachusetts and received a final grade. 
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Classes 
Students in nine required classes in nursing in the 
department participated in this study, classes represented 
were two sophomore classes, three junior classes and four 
senior classes. The percentage of student participation 
per class ranged from a low of 46% for class F, a senior 
level class in which basic students were the primary 
occupants to a high of 100% for Class I, a senior level 
class for registered nurses. The mean percentage of 
Par^icipution was 74% with a median percentage of 
participation of 78%. 
Six of these nine classes. A, C, D, E, G and H, are 
team taught. Classes B, a sophomore level class for basic 
students, F a senior level class that includes predomi¬ 
nantly basic students and I, a senior level class that is 
only for registered nurses, are taught by individual 
teachers. The major content in all of the clases was 
theory related to nursing care. 
The demographics specific to each class, reported in 
Table 1, illustrate the sample size for each class, as well 
as the male representation, the range of ages, and the 
mean, mode and median ages per class. These data are re¬ 
ferred to in the discussion of the sample for each class. 
Sophmore Level. At the sophomore level, all students 
were required to enroll in class A both fall and spring 
72 
Table 1 
Demographics Per Class 
Class N 
Percent of 
Enrollment 
Age : 
Male Range Mean Mode Median 
A(soph) 55 55% 5 20-40 22.3 20 20 
B(soph) 39* 78% 1 20-36 21.7 20 20 
C( jr . ) 
R . N „ s 
15 88% 2 22-43 30.4 22,24 
37 
28 
D( jr . ) 34 79% - 21-35 22.1 21 21 
E(jr . ) 22 49% 1 21-30 21.1 21 21 
F ( sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45** 46% 1 22-57 25.8 22 22 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 71% 1 22-57 27.6 22 22 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 98% 1 22-47 24.7 22 22 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 100% 1 27-56 37.9 36 36 
*22(56%) 
**17(38%) 
also 
and 
in sample A. 
28(62%) also in samples G and H respectively. 
semesters and class B either the fall or spring semester. 
Class A was team taught and class B was taught by only one 
instructor. Fifty-five or 55% of the students enrolled in 
this class, five of whom were male, volunteered to partici¬ 
pate in this research. The sample for the other sophomore 
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class, class B consisted of 39 subjects or 78% of the 
students enrolled in this class, which included one male. 
Also, 22 or 40% of the subjects included in the sample for 
class A were accounted for in the sample for class B and 
made up 56% of the subjects for the sample for class B. 
The age range for class A was 20-40 and for class B it 
was 20-36. The mean ages for each class were 22.3 and 21.7 
respectively. The mode and median ages for both classes 
were the same, age 20. 
Junior Level. Class C, a required course for 
registered nurses and classes D and E, two sections of a 
required course for basic students, with a separate set of 
instructors for each section, were the source of subjects 
for the junior level. All of these classes were year long 
courses with students remaining in the same sections both 
the fall and spring semester. 
The sample for class C consisted of 15 subjects, that 
included two males, or 88% of the students enrolled in this 
class. The age range for this group of students was 22-43, 
with a mean age of 30.4, median age of 28 and mode ages of 
22, 24 and 37. 
The sample for class D included 34 subjects or 79% of 
the students enrolled in this class. On the other hand, 22 
or 48% of the students, one of whom was male, made up the 
sample for Class E. The age range for class D was 21-35, 
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with a mean age o£ 22.1 and the age range for class E was 
21-30, with a mean age of 21.1. In addition, median and 
mode ages for both classes were the same, 21. 
Senior Level. Classes F through H included both basic 
and registered nurses as students, while class I consisted 
solely of registered nurses. Classes F through H were 
required senior courses offered during the fall semester. 
Classes G and F were two sections of one course, each with 
its own team of faculty. Class F was a course taken con¬ 
currently with classes G and H and class I was a year long 
class. Classes F and I were taught by a single faculty. 
The sample for class F consisted of 45 subjects or 46% 
of the students enrolled in this class and included one 
male. Also, 17 or 38% of these subjects were accounted for 
in the sample for class G and represented 44% of the stu¬ 
dents in the sample for class G. Likewise, 28 subjects or 
62% of the students included in the sample for class F were 
from class H and represented 56% of the students in the 
sample for class H. 
The sample for class G consisted of 39 subjects and 
the sample for class H was comprised of 50 subjects ac¬ 
counting for 71% and 98% of the student enrollment in each 
respective class. Both samples for classes G and H in¬ 
cluded one male. 
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The age range of subjects for both classes F and G was 
22-57 with identical median and mode ages of 22 and mean 
ages of 25.8 and 27.6 respectively. Also, the span of ages 
for class H was 22-47 with a mean age of 24.7 and median 
and mode ages the same as those for classes F and G. 
The sample for class I consisted of 36 subjects or 
100% of the students enrolled in this class. One subject 
included in this sample was a male. The range of ages for 
these students was 27-56 and the mode and median ages were 
36 with a mean age of 37.9. 
Instruments 
Assessment of Person-Environment Fit of Classrooms 
The instruments to assess students' perceptions of 
actual and preferred social environments of classrooms 
consisted of two measures, the Real (Form R) and Ideal 
(Form I) Forms (Appendix A) of the Classroom Environment 
Scale (Trickett & Moos, 1974). Each form is comprised of 
90 statements to which subjects replied true or false. In 
addition, the forms are constructed in such a way that 10 
statements are subsumed under 1 of 9 subscales. 
Statements for Forms R and I are parallel. The dif¬ 
ference in the two forms are the tenses in which they are 
written. Form R is written in the present tense indicating 
perceptions of real social environments of classrooms. 
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while Form I is written in the subjunctive tense represent¬ 
ing a projection of perceptions of what constitutes an 
ideal social environment of classrooms. An example of the 
differences in the statements is that a statement for Form 
R reads as: "Students put a lot of energy into what they do 
here .", while the parallel statement for Form I reads: 
"Students will put a lot of energy into what they do here." 
Basic to the development of the Classroom Environment 
Scale is the notion of the presentation of dimensions which 
characterize and discriminate between subunits within envi¬ 
ronments (Moos, 1973). These dimensions are: 
1. Relationship Dimensions-characterizing involve¬ 
ment, support and expressiveness 
2. Personal Development Dimensions-representing the 
basic direction along which personal development 
and self-enhancement tend to occur in a particular 
environment 
3. System Maintenance and Change Dimensions-charac- 
terizing the basic elements of order and organiza¬ 
tion, rule clarity and control; the pressure of 
work and innovation which is germane to educa¬ 
tional, work and small group environments 
For the Classroom Environment Scale, System Mainte¬ 
nance and Change Dimensions are separated into two discrete 
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entities. They are the System Maintenance Dimensions and 
the System Change Dimension. 
These dimensions of the Classroom Environment Scales 
contain subscales which provide for the characterization of 
and the discrimination between specific subunits. Those 
included in Relationship Dimensions are the subscales of 
Involvement, Affiliation and Teacher Support. In addition. 
Personal Development Dimensions is comprised of two sub¬ 
scales, Task Orientation and Competition and System Mainte¬ 
nance Dimensions is made up of three subscales. Order and 
Organization, Rule Clarity and Teacher Control. The last 
dimension, however. System Change Dimension contains only 
one subscale. Innovation. 
The combination of subscales for Relationship Dimen¬ 
sions characterizes the social aspects of classroom envi¬ 
ronments as they pertains to student-student, teacher-stu¬ 
dent transactions and student involvement. One component 
of these dimensions is the subscale of Involvement that 
assesses the level of attentiveness students have for 
class activities. Also, the degree of participation and 
self-initiation of additional work and the enjoyment of 
class is determined. In addition, the feature germane to 
the subscale of Affiliation is included in these dimensions 
and offers the discrimination of the level of friendship 
students feel for each other. The last subscale Included 
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in these dimensions. Teacher Support, focuses attention on 
the amount of help, concern and friendship teachers direct 
toward their students. 
The combination of subscales for Personal Development 
Dimensions represents the assessment of the push for com¬ 
petition, the completion of assignments and excelling 
academically. The subscale of Task Orientation included in 
these dimensions accounts for the drive to complete planned 
activities and the subscale of Competition directs its 
attention to the emphasis placed on competing for grades 
and for recognition. In addition, the difficulty encoun¬ 
tered in achieving good grades is one of the press examined 
for the subscale of Competition. 
The grouping of the subscales for System Maintenance 
Dimensions includes those that lend the characterization of 
the extent to which social environments of classrooms 
maintain control to regulate classroom activities to 
facilitate a sense of orderliness and organization. The 
subscale of Order and Organization which is accounted for 
in this cluster of subscales identifies the pressure that 
is placed on students to perform in an orderly polite 
manner, the overall organization of assignments and class 
activities and the degree to which students are expected to 
maintain composure. The second subscale in these dimen¬ 
sions, Rule Clarity, separates out the stress placed on 
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establishing and following a clear sets of rules in class¬ 
rooms and knowing what course of action pursues if one 
selects not to adhere to them. The last subscale in these 
dimensions. Teacher Control investigates the strictness 
with which teachers enforce rules, and the severity of 
punishment meted for their infraction. Also, included in 
this subscale is the assessment of the number of rules to 
be enforced and the ease for getting into trouble. 
The focus of the System Change Dimension is on the de¬ 
gree to which social environments of classrooms attend to 
providing and supporting diversified student-directed 
learning activities. The subscale on Innovation, included 
in this dimension, characterizes the extent to which stu¬ 
dents participate in the planning of classroom activities. 
Likewise, the variety and amount of innovative activities 
and assignments planned by teachers and the degree to which 
teachers implement novel teaching strategies and encourage 
creative thinking are determined. 
Modification of Classroom Environment Scale. The 
Classroom Environment Scale is classified as an intuitive 
rational one, in that it was developed by Moos and Trickett 
through their identification of salient dimensions derived 
from their intuitive understanding of the dimensional as¬ 
pects of social environments (Hase & Goldberg, 1967). 
Moreover, the validity of this tool rested heavily on the 
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agreement among these researchers on items perceived to be 
representative of the critical attributes of the social 
environments of classrooms in their roles as experts. 
The removal of items reguired a similar process, ver- 
^ ion by experts that items removed do not represent 
crucial elements of the social environments of classrooms 
or compromise the reliability or validity of the instrument 
to assess a particular dimension. Moreover, the short 
forms of the Classroom Environment Scale were devised by 
using this process of excluding those items that were 
agreed upon among experts not to be essential and whose 
removal would not in any way impair the validity of the 
dimensions to be assessed. 
This researcher used the same protocol, affirming the 
agreement among nursing educators of the lack of the sali- 
ency of the domain characterized in item 42. In other 
words, accord was reached that the content in this item was 
not a prevalent dimension among classrooms for nursing stu¬ 
dents. Therefore, item 42, "The teacher (will) hardly ever 
(has/have) to tell students to get back into their seats" 
was omitted for both Forms R and I. 
Furthermore, it is induced that the omission of one of 
10 items provided an adequate characterization of the Order 
and Organization subscale. Moreover, the shorten forms of 
this scale consist of 36 items of the regular forms. These 
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abbreviated forms are shown to produce both reliable and 
valid results (Trickett & Moos, 1974). This reliability is 
demonstrated even though the number of items under each 
subscale are reduced to four. Hence, it is concluded, 
deletion of this one item did not in any way hamper the 
discriminating properties of the subscale of Order and 
Organization. 
In addition, the words high school and junior high 
were deleted from the second sentence of the instructions 
on both Forms R and I of the Classroom Environment Scale. 
It was thought that these words may lead subjects to be¬ 
lieve that these scales were not suitable for them. 
Reliability of Classroom Environment Scale. The 
subscales of the Classroom Environment Scale Form R enjoy 
respectable ranges of reliability (Trickett and Moos, 
1974). Internal consistencies as calculated by Kuder- 
Richardson Formula 20 coefficients range from a high of .86 
to a low of .67 with a mean coefficient of .80. The aver¬ 
age item-subscale intercorrelation was .25 for 465 junior 
high and senior high students, with a test-retest relia¬ 
bility of individual scores for 52 students varying from a 
low of .72 to a high of .90. 
The normative data for Form I was obtained from 50 
high school classrooms and teachers in 42 classrooms. 
Because, only mean scores and standard deviations for their 
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performance on Form I were found, the respectability of the 
reliability for this form is presumed. Only a slight vari¬ 
ation exists between Forms R and I, the change from the 
present tense to the subjunctive tense and it is inferred 
by the authors that this form shares a level of reliability 
comparable with that for Form R. 
Support for Using Classroom Environment Scale. Even 
though the scales were devised and normed for junior high 
and senior high students, this researcher judged it to have 
been appropriate for use in the current research. This 
decision was based on the findings that the subunits of 
environmental dimensions demonstrated in the Classroom 
Environment Scale are representative of those identified to 
be essential to the characterization of and discrimination 
between subunits thought to be inherent in any environ¬ 
mental setting. 
Moreover, it was discerned that Deyoung (1977) was 
successful in his utilization of the shorten forms of the 
Classroom Environment Scale to assess discrepancies between 
college students’ perception of their actual and preferred 
classroom environments. Also, the development of the in¬ 
struments employed by Fraser and Treagust (1986) to deter¬ 
mine discrepancies among students' perceptions of social 
environments in classrooms in colleges and universities 
were predicated on assumptions that are fundamental to the 
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framework operationalized in the Classroom Environment 
Scale. In addition, notions germane to the construction of 
the Classroom Environment Scales served as the theoretical 
criterion to be satisfied in the construction of their 
instruments. 
Assessment of Personality Types 
The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form F (Briggs & 
Myers, 1976), consisting of 166 items, was the instrument 
of choice to determine the personality types. This instru¬ 
ment's development was based on C .J. Jung's theory of 
psychological types being a prime factor as a predictor of 
differences among people in the way information is taken in 
and how decisions are made (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
It is proposed that each person evidences a procliv¬ 
ity for specific personality traits at birth which are 
reflected in later years through the exercise of selective 
processes in decision making (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
Notwithstanding, people with identical preferences or 
personality types tend to share common qualities, inter¬ 
ests, values, needs and habits (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
Therefore, it is suggested that recognizable traits are 
identifiable for each personality type (Myers & McCaulley, 
1985) . 
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However, as much as this is the case, it is offered 
that environmental factors can foster or thwart the devel¬ 
opment of natural preferences (Myers & McCaulley, 1985) . 
If activities reinforce satisfying and motivating experi¬ 
ences that are congruent with one's innate personality 
traits, mastery of the related skills is evident. But, if 
less than ideal circumstances are prevalent, realization of 
the skills inherent in the favored personality type are 
compromised. 
Consequently, environmental influences may lead to a 
falsification of types and a greater development of the 
skills related to those functions instead of the mastery of 
functions associated with one's natural preferences (Myers 
& McCaulley, 1985). To that end, skills germane to the 
innate preferences go wanting and optimum development is 
not achieved. 
Therefore, people bearing the same classification of a 
personality type are thought to differ in many ways. This 
may be due to cultural pressures, environmental influences 
and variances among the stages of develop-ment or levels of 
mastery of the skills rudimentary to each type (Myers & 
McCaulley, 1985). 
Also, embedded in the notion regarding personality 
types is that each individual uses four basic mental 
functions, sensing, intuition, thinking and feeling daily 
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(Myers & McCaullev 19R^ 
ley, 1985). Thus, personality types render- 
ed from a polarity of responses on eight poles (see Appen¬ 
dix B) differ only in the priorities given to each function 
(sensing, intuition, thinking and feeling) and attitudes 
(extroversion and introversion) (Myers s McCaulley, 1985). 
In addition, these four functions are referred to as 
orienting functions and are thought to represent conscious 
processes which remain the same in principle under varying 
conditions (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
Accordingly, eight initials representing polarized 
attitudes and functions (extraversion [E] v.s. introversion 
[I]), perceptions (sensing [S] v.s. intuition [N]), judg¬ 
ment (thinking [T] v.s. feeling [F]) and attitudes or 
orientations (judging [J] v.s. perceptive [P]) yield 16 
four letter personality types (see Appendix B). This four 
letter combination indicates a fixed order of preferences 
representing dynamic relationships among designated 
functions and attitudes (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The 
order of the initials for the preferences is as follows: 
1. attitudes-extroversion v.s. introversion 
2. perception functions-sensing v.s. intuitiveness 
3. judgment functions-thinking v.s. feeling 
4. attitudes or orientations to outer worId-judgment 
v.s. perception 
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The basic assumption operationalized is that the four 
functions pull in different directions with one of the 
functions emerging as the preferred or dominant one (Myers 
* Mccaulley, 1985). All other functions, then, identified 
for specific personality types are subordinate and support 
the achievement of the goals of the dominant one. Further- 
more' the attitude (extroversion or introversion) pre¬ 
sented for the first or dominant function is balanced by 
the second or auxiliary function and will be opposite to 
the orientation of the dominant one (Myers & McCaulley, 
1985). 
In other words, auxiliary functions for the preferred 
orientation of extraversion will be introverted, while the 
second function for the preferred orientation of intro¬ 
version will be extroverted. More important, this con¬ 
figuration indicates that each individual evidences the 
mastery of functions required to relate to the outer world 
of people and the inner world of ideas (Myers & McCaulley, 
1985) . 
Together, these functions and orientations influence 
how people perceive situations and determine a course of 
action with each choice offering different paths leading to 
the mastery of a specific set of skills (Myers & McCaulley, 
1985). Nonetheless, the level of achievement of any these 
skills depend, in part, upon the amount of energy persons 
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pro- are willing to expend and their aspirations to effect 
ficiency (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). In the absence of 
undue interference, skills perfected will reflect those 
related to an individual's innate preferences. 
Reliability and Validity of Mvers-Briaos Tvnc Indlca- 
tor. In the construction of this tool, careful attention 
was given to its reliability and validity. Initially, a 
broad based sample group was used to validate the dif¬ 
ferent personality types (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Also, 
the prediction ratio for inclusion of an item was .62 and 
above for items with a weight of one and .72 for items with 
a weight of two and above (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Like¬ 
wise, item popularity for each item was tabulated sepa¬ 
rately for each of the 16 types to guard against extreme 
variations and to make sure there was an equal representa¬ 
tion of the less frequent ones (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
Also, it was noted that gender differences influenced 
performance on the thinking/feeling poles. Therefore, sep¬ 
arate scales were developed to account for this variance. 
This adjustment was based on prediction ratios for each 
personality type (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). 
Likewise, item analyses included item scale corre¬ 
lation prediction ratios for each response for all scales, 
as well, as for the scales for which the item was designed 
(Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Moreover, a tie breaking for- 
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mula was developed to ensurp i-ha*- i 
v ensure that the lowest possible score 
for the preference for each pole would be one (Myers s 
McCaulley, 1985). 
In addition, consideration of the affect of mood 
changes and culture on performances on the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator was important to this researcher. Concern 
was for the consistency of the performance despite mood 
changes and the cultural orientation of the subjects. 
Findings produced from research conducted by Carlson & 
Levy, Howes, McCaulley, Ohsawa and Weiss (cited in Myers & 
McCaulley, 1985) pertaining to these issues seem to indi¬ 
cate that performance on the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is 
not related to one's culture or alteration in their moods. 
Data Collection 
Procedure for Conducting Research 
A letter (Appendix C) was sent to faculty who taught 
the required courses in nursing or to the team coordinator 
of a required course to introduce the purpose of the re¬ 
search and to request one class period to collect the 
data. This letter was followed up by a personal contact to 
confirm the date, time and place to collect the data and to 
make arrangements for securing students' final grades in 
those courses. 
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The day the data were collected, the purpose of the 
research was explained to the students and they were given 
the opportunity to decline participation. No students 
elected to leave the room. Then instructions for complet¬ 
ing the Classroom Environment Scale, Forms R and I, the 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Form F and a permission slip to 
secure their final numerical grades in their respective 
courses were given to them (Appendix D). An average of 1 
to 2 students per class, however, failed to completely fill 
out Forms R and I and where not included in the study. 
A 91 to 100% confirmation of personality types was 
accomplished by sending subjects a letter requesting their 
return of a self-addressed stamped postal card verifying 
their personality types (Appendix E). Included in this 
letter was the Report Form for Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 
(Myers, 1976). One side of this form furnished subjects 
with a brief description of each pole (Appendix B), their 
score on each pole and the significance of these scores. 
The other side of this form offered a brief description of 
each four letter personality type (Appendix B). The per¬ 
sonality type indicated for each subject was encircled by 
the researcher. Students were requested to indicate if the 
encircled description of the four letter personality type 
matched with their perceptions of themselves. If the 
description of the encircled personality type did not 
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match, they were asked to provide the initials of the type 
that did. There was a 98% matching of the personality 
types that were encircled. Therefore, 2% of the subjects' 
did not find the encircled type to match with their per¬ 
ceptions of themselves. Only the raw scores for the dis¬ 
crepancies between Forms R and 1 for students who confirmed 
a personality type were included in the investigation of 
the relationship between the discrepancies in the scores 
and personality types. 
A total of three follow-up mailings were carried out 
at three week intervals. The first mailing included the 
initial body of the letter and netted approximately a 55 
to 60% return per class. For the second mailing, a P.S. 
was added, explaining the urgency of their verification of 
their personality types, this added another 20 to 25% 
return per class. The third mailing with the highlighting 
of the message "Help" increased the rate of response by 10 
to 15 % per class. 
Analysis Of Data 
Analysis of Hypotheses 
Descriptive statistics were used to organize the pres¬ 
entation of the distribution of subjects' responses on both 
the Real (Form R) and Ideal (Form I) Classroom Environment 
Scales. These data were used to analyze the first re- 
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search hypothesis, - there are discrepancies between nurs¬ 
ing students, perception of real and ideal social environ¬ 
ments of classrooms. The following steps were followed: 
1. subtracting the lesser subscale raw score from 
the greater subscale raw score for Forms R and I 
2. subtracting the lesser raw score for dimensions 
from the greater raw score for dimensions for 
Forms R and I 
3. subtracting the lesser total raw score from the 
greater total raw score for Forms R and I . 
4. calculating the mean raw scores for Forms R and I 
and discrepancy for subscales, dimensions and 
total scores. 
The second hypothesis, "students in nursing with a 
smaller amount of discrepancy between their perceptions of 
real and ideal social environments of classrooms have 
greater academic achievement than those students who have a 
greater amount of discrepancy between their perceptions of 
real and ideal social environments of classrooms," was 
analyzed by using the Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficient. Subjects' final numerical grades in the 
required nursing courses in which they were enrolled were 
correlated with the discrepancy between their raw scores 
for Forms R and I for the four dimensions and total 
scores. Because this was an exploratory study, corre- 
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lations between subjects’ ages with the discrepancy between 
their scores for dimensions and total scores, were done. 
Likewise, the correlation between students' grades and 
their ages were examined. Even though students are the 
units of analyses that are appropriate for this research, 
classes, also were used as units of analyses to explore 
if there was a significant difference in the magnitude of 
the associations if different units of analyses were used. 
The third research hypothesis, "there is an associa¬ 
tion among nursing students' discrepancies between their 
perceptions of real and ideal social environments of class¬ 
rooms and their personality types," was analyzed by employ¬ 
ing a one-way analysis of the raw scores for Form R and the 
discrepancy between the raw scores for Forms R and I for 
dimensions and total scores. These data were grouped 
according to students' four letter confirmed personality 
types rendered from their performances on the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator Form F. 
93 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF FINDINGS FOR CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH 
Overview of the Chapter 
In Chapter II, theories along with accompanying re¬ 
levant research examining the lack of an adequate match 
between students' perceptions of their actual and pre¬ 
ferred social environments of classrooms impeding maximum 
academic achievement were presented. Although much of the 
research reported was carried out at the primary and 
secondary school level, bridges to higher education were 
made by research conducted by Deyoung (1979) and Fraser 
and Treagust (1986). Moreover, this review of the 
literature indicated a sharing of common theoretical 
frameworks and the institution of similar methodological 
and research designs at both levels of education. 
Accordingly, a combination of the methodological con¬ 
siderations put forth by research on the congruence of stu¬ 
dents' perceptions of real and ideal social environments 
of classrooms and the theoretical framework for this study 
directed this research. Inasmuch as this is the case, 
this research investigated premises positing the likeli¬ 
hood of the incongruence among students' perceptions of 
the real and ideal social environments of their class- 
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rooms impinging upon their academic achievement. In addi¬ 
tion, a common proposition affirming the commonalities 
among the same personality types for a similar preferred 
classroom environmental press was examined. 
Thusly, this chapter reports results generated from 
the statistical analysis of data produced from the investi¬ 
gation of assumptions related to the person-environment 
fit of social environments of classrooms. These data were 
rendered from the participation of students enrolled in a 
nursing program at a state college in central Massachu¬ 
setts . 
Also, the analysis of responses for Forms R and I 
furnishes data relevant to the examination of all three 
hypotheses. Hence, the analysis of the first hypothesis 
was carried out by using the mean raw scores for Forms R 
and I and the mean discrepancy between them for subscales, 
dimensions and total scores. For the second and third 
hypotheses, raw scores for Forms R and I and the discrep¬ 
ancy in the raw scores for dimensions and total scores 
were used. In addition, for the second hypothesis, for 
the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient, 
students final numerical grades in the courses in which 
they were enrolled, were used. Likewise, for the third 
hypothesis, for the one-way analysis of variance, these 
raw scores for Forms R and the discrepancy between the raw 
95 
scores for Forms R and I, were grouped according to stu¬ 
dents’ four letter personality types produced from their 
performance on the Myers Briggs Type Indicator Form F. 
Since this study was exploratory in nature, the data 
presented represent the employment of both students and 
classes as units of analyses for the Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient to determine the differ¬ 
ence, if any, in the magnitude of the associations from 
employing different units of analyses. Also included are 
those correlations for the discrepancy between subjects' 
raw scores for Forms R and I for the four dimensions and 
total scores with age. Likewise, the correlation between 
grades and age were carried out. 
The presentation of the findings from these analyses 
begins with an overview of the scoring for the Real (R) 
and Ideal (I) Forms of the Classroom Environment Scale. 
Then the process used to produce the data to account for 
the discrepancies between subjects' responses for sub¬ 
scales, dimensions and total responses for statements for 
both Forms R and I are reported. 
The results rendered from carrying out the above 
statistical operations are reported as they relate to each 
hypothesis. This report is followed by a discussion and 
interpretation of the findings. 
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Presentation of Findings 
Scoring of Forms R and 1 
A total of 89 statements were presented per form to 
which students responded yielding a maximum possible 
score per form of 89. In addition, each statement was 
assigned to 1 of 9 subscales. Eight of these subscales. 
Involvement, Affiliation, Teacher Support, Task Orien¬ 
tation, Competition, Rule Clarity, Teacher Control, and 
Innovation contained 10 statements to which students 
responded producing a maximum possible score of 10 per 
subscale. However, one subscale. Order and Organization 
possessed only nine statements netting a maximum possible 
score of nine. 
Similarly, summarizing responses for statements or 
scores on each subscale generated scores for the four 
dimensions. Relationship (Dl), Personal Development (D2), 
System Maintenance (D3) and System Change (D4). The 
scores for these dimensions consist of the compilation of 
scores for the subscales subsumed within them. 
Hence, the scoring for Relationship Dimensions re¬ 
quired the summing up of the composite of scores from the 
subscales of Involvement, Affiliation and Teacher Support 
producing a maximum possible score of 30. Likewise, 
totaling the combination of scores for the subscales of 
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Task Orientation and Competition, yielded a maximum pos¬ 
sible score of 20 for Personal Development Dimensions, 
while the score for System Maintenance Dimensions is 
constituted of scores for the subscales of Order and 
Organization, Rule Clarity and Teacher Control, lending a 
maximum possible score of 29. Finally, the System Change 
Dimension, consisting solely of the subscale of Innova¬ 
tion demonstrated a maximum possible score of 10. 
Discrepancies Between Scores 
The first hypothesis, "there are discrepancies be¬ 
tween nursing students' perceptions of real and ideal so¬ 
cial environments of classrooms," was analyzed by carry¬ 
ing out the following steps: 
1. subtracting the lesser subscale raw score from 
the greater subscale raw score for Forms R 
and I . 
2. subtracting the lesser raw score for dimensions 
from the greater raw score for dimensions for 
Forms R and I . 
3. subtracting the lesser total raw score from the 
greater total raw score for Forms R and I. 
4. calculating the mean scores for raw scores for 
Forms R and I and discrepancy for subscales, 
dimensions and total scores. 
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Discrepancies Between Subscale Scores. Disparity is 
noted between the mean scores for subscales for Forms R 
and I, for the most part, for all nine classes that par¬ 
ticipated. Two of these classes, A and B are at the soph¬ 
omore level, three, C, D and E are junior level classes 
and four classes, F, G, H and I, are at the senior 
level. In addition, basic students were the primary occu¬ 
pants of classes A, B, D, E, F, G and H, and registered 
nurses were the sole students enrolled in classes C and 
I. Also, classes, B, F and I are the only classes that 
were taught by a single instructor. The other classes 
were team taught. 
Comparing the subscale mean scores for Forms R and 
I, differences in mean scores are evident for the sub¬ 
scale of Involvement. This discrepancy is observed to be 
due to a prominence of increases in students' scores for 
Form I. Also, it is noted that the range of mean scores 
for Form R range from a high of 7.0 for classes B and H 
to a low of 4.5 for class G. In contrast, the mean 
scores for Form I are discerned to be closer in range 
than those for Form R, spanning from a high of 9.3 for 
class I to a low of 8.5 for class H. 
In addition, the lowest mean discrepancy between 
scores of 1.7 for Forms R and I for the subscale of 
Involvement is found to be represented by class H, while 
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Table 2 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrepancy 
Subscale of Involvement 
for the 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std . 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std . 
Discrepancy 
Mean Std. 
A(soph) 5.9 2.47 9.0 1.60 3.4 2.65 
B(soph) 7.0 1.32 8.9 1.24 2.1 1.47 
C(jr. ) 
R.N.s 
6.1 2.66 9.1 1.84 2.9 2.60 
D(jr . ) 5.5 2.02 8.9 1.96 3.3 2.11 
E(jr. ) 6.5 2.30 8.9 1.26 2.5 2.25 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
5.3 3.09 8.8 2.12 3.6 3.07 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
4.5 2.55 9.1 1.41 4.6 2.86 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
7.0 1.46 8.5 1.57 1.7 1.72 
I(sr . ) 6.4 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score = 10 
2.91 9.3 1.53 4.1 2.70 
the highest mean discrepancy between scores of 4.6 is 
noted to be owned by class G. Also, the mean discrepancy 
between scores for the other seven classes is shown to 
range from a high of 4.1 to a low of 2.1 with four 
classes, A, D, F and I, exhibiting a mean discrepancy 
between scores above 2.9. 
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Examining the disparity between students' scores on 
Forms R and I, noted in Table 3, for the subscale of Af¬ 
filiation, likewise, confirms the prominence of the 
dominance of gains in students' scores for Form I to 
account for this variance. In addition, the mean scores 
for Form R are evidenced to range from a low of 5.3 for 
class G to a high of 9.1 for class C and are observed to 
be wider in span when compared to the spread of mean 
scores for Form I. The dispersion of means scores for 
Form I is found to extend from a low of 8.1 for class H to 
a high of 9.3 for class I. 
Also, the lowest mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I of 0.7 for the subscale of Affiliation is 
discovered to be represented by class C, while the great¬ 
est mean discrepancy between scores of 3.9 is found to be 
evidenced by class G. The mean discrepancy between scores 
for the other classes is observed to range from a high of 
3.1 to a low of 1.8 with five classes. A, C, D, F and I, 
demonstrating a mean discrepancy between scores extending 
from 2.5 to 2.8. 
As is the case with the two prior subscales, the 
inspection of the discrepancy between students' scores for 
the subscale of Teacher Support for Forms R and I, dis¬ 
played in Table 4, indicates the prevalence of an expan¬ 
sion in students' scores for Form I. This situation 
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Table 3 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and t 
Subscale of Affiliation 
and Discrepancy for <-hp 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std . 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std . 
Discrepancy 
Mean Std. 
A(soph) 6.2 2.61 8.6 1.77 2.5 2.41 
B(soph) 5.6 2.53 8.7 2.10 3.1 2.06 
C( jr . ) 
R.N.s 
9.1 1.24 9.3 0.85 0.7 1.00 
D( jr . ) 6.0 2.25 9.0 1.93 2.8 2.70 
E ( sr . ) 6.8 2.30 8.3 1.82 1.8 1.80 
F ( sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
5.8 2.57 8.4 1.84 2.6 2.60 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
5.3 2.32 8.8 1.60 3.9 2.62 
H ( sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
7.4 2.28 8.1 2.29 1.4 1.84 
I ( sr . ) 
R.N.s 
6.9 2.50 8.9 1.34 2.5 2.28 
♦Maximum score = 10 
exists for 8 out of 9 classes. Also, it is noted that 
the mean scores for Form I range from a high of 9.5 for 
class C to a low of 8.5 for class B. This represents a 
smaller spread and higher range of mean scores for Form I 
than is the case for Form R. Conversely, the span of mean 
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Table 4 
Mean Scores* for Form R and t 
Subscale of Teacher Support- 
and Discrepancy for t-hP 
Class 
Form R 
Mean Std. 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std. 
Discreoancy 
Mean Std. 
A( soph) 7.7 2.14 9.0 1.37 1.5 1.80 
B(soph) 6.6 2.24 8.5 1.85 2.4 2.32 
C(jr. ) 
R.N.s 
8.7 1.29 9.5 0.62 1.1 1.20 
D(jr. ) 5.8 2.47 8.7 2.49 2.9 2.56 
E(jr . ) 7.1 1.58 8.8 1.27 1.8 1.68 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
6.2 3.26 8.7 1.83 2.6 3.01 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
6.9 2.24 9.0 1.37 2.5 2.29 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
8.1 1.57 8.9 1.14 1.1 1.53 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
9.4 0.75 9.3 1.73 0.8 1.05 
*Maximum scores = 10 
scores for Form R are noted to extend from a low of 5.8 
for class C to a high of 9. 4 for class I. 
In addition, the greatest mean discrepancy between 
scores for Forms R and I of 2.9 for the subscale of 
Teacher Support is found to be presented by class D and 
the lowest mean discrepancy between scores of 0.8 is shown 
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to be possessed by class I. Likewise, it is discerned 
that two classes, C and H's, demonstration of the mean 
discrepancy between scores of 1.1 and classes A and E's 
presentation of a mean discrepancy between scores of 1.5 
1*8 respectively, are representative of the mean 
discrepancies between scores noted to be closer in 
proximity to the lower end of the range. On the other 
hand, the mean discrepancy between scores for the other 
three classes, B, F and G, ranging from a high of 2.6 to a 
low of 2.4, is evidenced to be positioned nearer to the 
higher end of the spread. 
The comparison between the mean scores for Form R and 
I for the subscale of Task Orientation, exhibited in Table 
5, offers a mixed picture for the variance evidenced be¬ 
tween students' scores for Forms R and I. For example, a 
prevalence of increases in subjects' scores for Form I are 
observed for classes C and I, while reductions in scores 
for Form I are noted for a greater portion of the students 
in classes A, D, F and G. Also, little to no changes are 
apparent in students' scores for Form I for classes B, E 
and H . 
The range of mean scores for the subscale of Task 
Orientation for Form R for 7 out of 9 classes spreads from 
a high of 9.0 for class D to a low of 8.3 for class H. 
Also, the mean scores of 3.4 and 4.9 for classes C and I 
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Table 5 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrepancy for the 
Subscale of Task Orientation 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std . 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std . 
Discrepancy 
Mean Std. 
A(soph) 8.4 1.31 7.9 1.68 1.0 1.39 
B(soph) 8.7 1.20 8.3 1.38 1.2 1.02 
C(jr . ) 3.4 2.73 7.1 2.50 3.7 3.20 
R.N.s 
D(jr . ) 9.0 1.22 8.4 1.72 1.2 1.28 
E(jr . ) 8.8 1.23 8.2 1.56 1.2 1.13 
F(sr . ) 8.4 1.31 7.6 1.48 1.3 1.28 
9% R.N.s 
G(sr . ) 8.6 1.72 7.6 2.11 1.8 1.48 
23% R.N.s 
H(sr . ) 8.3 1.42 8.3 1.41 0.9 0.94 
8% R.N.s 
I ( sr . ) 4.9 2.68 7.0 1.78 2.9 2.84 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score =10 
respectively, are noted to account for the lower end of 
the span of mean scores for Form R. In addition, the 
range of mean scores for Form I is found to be smaller in 
span than that for Form R extending from a high of 8.4 for 
class D to a low of 7.0 for class I. 
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Moreover, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for the subscale of Task Orientation is 
noted to range from a high of 3.7 for class C to a low of 
0.9 for class H. Also, the mean discrepancy between 
scores for six classes. A, B, D, E, F and G, is found to 
span from a high of 1.8 to a low of 1.0 with four classes, 
B, D, E and F exhibiting a range of mean discrepancy 
between scores extending from 1.2 to 1.3. Contrariwise, 
the mean discrepancy between scores for Class I of 2.9 is 
the sole mean discrepancy between scores noted to be 
affixed within the 2 to 3 range. 
Further inspection of the disparity between mean 
scores for Forms R and I, renders observations from the 
contrasting of mean scores for the subscale of Competi¬ 
tion, displayed in Table 6. These differences are affirm¬ 
ed to be due to a preponderance of reductions in students' 
scores for Form I for 6 out 9 classes. Also, it is deter¬ 
mined that only a slight disparity is evident between the 
mean scores for Forms R and I for classes C and I. Class 
G, is the only class demonstrating a predominance of in¬ 
creases in students' scores for Form I. 
Furthermore, the range of scores for Form R is found 
to span from a high of 8.0 for class D to a low of 4.7 for 
class I, with the mean scores for six classes. A, B, D, E, 
G and H, spreading from 7.1 to 8.0. Likewise, the range 
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Table 6 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and t 
Subscale of Competition 
and Discrepancy for thp 
Class 
Form R 
Mean Std. 
Form I 
Mean Std. 
Discrepancy 
Mean Std. 
A( soph) 7.4 1.41 6.6 2.04 1.7 1.71 
B(soph) 7.1 1.42 6.4 1.74 1.6 1.27 
C(jr . ) 5.1 1.60 5.3 2.10 2.1 1.20 
R.N.s 
D(jr . ) 8.0 1.00 5.7 1.97 2.3 1.81 
E(jr . ) 7.3 1.97 5.6 1.92 1.7 1.57 
F(sr . ) 6.6 2.23 5.5 2.15 1.6 1.57 
9% R.N.s 
G( sr . ) 7.5 1.36 8.2 1.39 2.1 1.63 
23% R.N.s 
H ( sr . ) 7.4 1.20 6.5 1.77 1.2 1.37 
8% R.N.s 
I(sr . ) 4.7 1.96 4.9 1.70 1.7 1.66 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score = 10 
of mean scores for Form I is noted to be somewhat compara- 
ble with that for Form R, extending from a low of 4.9 to a 
high of 8. ,2. However, the i mean scores for Form I, for the 
most part, , are noticeably lower with an obvious gap be- 
tween the high mean scores of 8.2 and the next highest 
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mean score of 6.6. This range of scores for 7 out of 9 
classes extends from a high of 6.6 to a low of 5.3. 
The mean discrepancy between scores for Forms R and I 
for the subscale of Competition evidences a range from a 
high of 2.3 for class D to a low of 1.2 for class H. The 
greater proportion of the mean discrepancy between scores, 
for six classes, is grouped at the lower end of the range 
that is noted to expand from a low of 1.2 to a high of 
1.7, with classes. A, B, E, F and I, exhibiting a spread 
of mean discrepancy between scores extending from 1.6 to 
1.7. Only two classes, C and G are determined to present 
a mean discrepancy between scores of 2.1 that is clustered 
closer to the upper end of the span. 
The paralleling of the mean scores for Forms R and I 
for the subscale of Order and Organization, presented in 
Table 7, demonstrates the greater portion of the disparity 
observed between these mean scores to be due to gains in 
students' scores for Form I for 6 out of 9 classes. In 
addition, very little difference is noted to exist between 
the mean scores for Form R and I for classes A, B, and H. 
Also, the comparison of the range of mean scores be¬ 
tween Forms R and I for the subscale of Order and Organi¬ 
zation, evidences a more constricted range of mean scores 
for Form I than that displayed for Form R. Moreover, the 
spread of mean scores for Form R is noted to extend from a 
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Table 7 
Megn Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrepancy 
Subscale of Order and Organization 
for the 
Class 
Form R 
Mean Std. 
Form I 
Mean Std. 
Discreoancv 
Mean Std. 
A( soph) 8.0 1.18 8.2 1.01 1.0 1.21 
B(soph) 8.5 0.77 8.3 0.86 0.5 0.63 
C(jr . ) 4.9 2.52 8.1 1.02 2.9 1.20 
R.N.s 
D(jr . ) 7.6 1.48 8.4 0.91 1.3 1.32 
E(jr . ) 7.6 1.30 8.2 0.65 0.9 1.14 
F(sr . ) 7.4 1.69 8.0 0.86 1.0 1.56 
9% R.N.s 
G( sr . ) 7.0 2.11 8.5 1.91 1.7 1.73 
23% R.N.s 
H(sr . ) 7.6 1.06 7.8 1.07 0.8 1.01 
8% R.N.s 
I(sr . ) 4.8 2.74 7.6 1.52 3.8 2.47 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score = 9 
high of 8. 5 for class B to a low of 4.8 for class I . In 
contrast, the span of mean scores : for Form I, ranges from 
a high of 8.5 for class G to a low of 7.6 for class I. 
Moreover, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for the subscale of 1 Order and Organization 
is determined to range from a high of 3.8 for class I to a 
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low of 0.5 for class B. Four classes. A, E, F and H demon¬ 
strate a mean discrepancy between scores observed to ex¬ 
tend from a low of 0.8 to a high 1.0. These discrepancies 
between scores are located at the lower end of the range. 
Two other classes, as well, D and G, exhibiting mean 
discrepancies between scores of 1.3 and 1.7, respec¬ 
tively, also, present low mean discrepancies between 
scores. On the other hand, class C illustrates a mean 
discrepancy between scores of 2.9 more proximal to the 
upper end of the distribution. 
The inspection of the disparity between the mean 
scores for Forms R and I for the subscale of Rule Clarity, 
displayed in Table 8, evidences variances between scores 
to be the results of gains in students' scores for Form I 
in all nine classes. Differences observed in the range of 
mean scores for Forms R and I are that the range of mean 
scores for Forms R span from a low of 4.7 for class C to a 
high of 7.5 for class A and that for Form I is higher and 
more restricted extending from a high of 8.0 for class G 
to a low of 6.7 for class D. 
The mean discrepancy between scores for Forms R and I 
for the subscale of Rule Clarity is noted to range from a 
high of 4.0 for class C to a low of 1.5 for class A. 
Three classes E, F and H are found to demonstrate mean 
discrepancies between scores of 1.8 or 1.9 which represent 
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Table 8 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrenanrv fnr 
Subscale of Rule Claritv 
tile 
Class 
Form R 
Mean Std. 
Form I 
Mean Std. 
Discr 
Mean 
epanev 
Std . 
A( soph) 7.5 2.35 8.6 2.02 1.5 1.83 
B(soph) 7.1 2.27 8.8 1.69 2.0 1.83 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
4.7 3.04 8.1 2.58 4.0 3 . 30 
D(jr . ) 6.5 2.21 9.0 1.19 2.4 1.97 
E(jr . ) 6.7 1.93 8.1 1.94 1.8 1.64 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
7.2 2.49 8.7 1.68 1.9 2.43 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
6.4 2.19 8.0 2.34 2.6 2.36 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
6.9 2.26 8.3 1.58 1.9 1.89 
I(sr . ) 6.3 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score = 
2.95 
10 
8.5 2.90 3.4 2.61 
the lower end of this range. Likewise, three classes, B, 
D and G are discovered to display a span of mean discrep¬ 
ancy between scores extending from a low of 2.0 to a high 
of 2.6 which is situated more to the middle of the range. 
In addition, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
classes C and I of 4.0 and 3.4, respectively, are the only 
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mean discrepancies representing the upper end of this 
range. 
The comparison of the mean scores for Forms R and I 
for the subscale of Teacher Control, exhibited in Table 9, 
confirms the variance observed between the mean scores to 
be due to the prominence of an inflation in students' 
scores for Form I for 6 out of 9 classes. Likewise, very 
minuscule changes are noted in student's scores for Form I 
for classes E and F, while the disparity between the mean 
scores for class H evidences the prevalence of a reduction 
in students' scores for Form I. 
The range for mean scores for Form R for the subscale 
of Teacher Control is found to spread from a low of 1.9 
for class C to a high of 6.9 for class H. The dispersion 
of mean scores for Form I when compared with that for Form 
R, evidences a more confined spread, extending from a high 
of 6.3 for classes B and D to a low of 3.2 for class I. 
In addition, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
the subscale of Teacher Control evidences a range of mean 
discrepancy between scores spreading from a high of 3.0 
for class C to a low of 0.9 for class E. Also, it is 
noted that the mean discrepancy between scores for 4 out 
of 9 classes, B, E, F and H, extends from a high of 1.9 to 
a low of 1.3. Three other classes, D, G and I, are deter- 
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Table 9 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discreoai ncv for Subscale of Teacher Control 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std. 
Form I 
Mean Std. 
Discre 
Mean 
pancy 
Std . 
A(soph) 4.8 2.10 5.3 2.46 1.6 1.57 
B(soph) 5.5 2.14 6.3 2.02 1.4 1.23 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
1.9 1.81 4.5 2.03 3.0 2.00 
D(jr . ) 5.2 2.17 6.3 2.02 2.3 1.68 
E(jr . ) 4.9 1.90 4.8 1.76 0.9 1.00 
F (sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
4.8 2.42 5.0 2.03 1.5 1.41 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
4.1 2.27 5.3 2.45 2.1 1.99 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
6.9 2.26 4.2 1.62 1.3 1.24 
I(sr . ) 2.1 
R.N.s 
*Maximum score =10 
1.64 3.2 2.00 2.1 1.69 
mined to illustrate a mean discrepancy between scores 
located between 2 and 3. 
The inspection of the differences, observed in Table 
10, between the mean scores for Forms R and I for the sub¬ 
scale of Innovation, renders findings that are determined 
to be mostly the product of increases in students' scores 
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Table 10 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrepancy 
Subscale of Innovation' - 
for the 
Form R 
Class Mean Std. 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std. 
Discre 
Mean 
nancy 
Std. 
A( soph) 4.1 2.31 7.4 2.20 3.4 3.32 
B(soph) 2.9 1.63 6.3 2.46 3.5 2.47 
C( jr . ) 6.0 
R.N.s 
2.10 7.6 1.74 1.8 1.60 
D( jr . ) 2.9 1.57 6.9 2.54 4.8 2.42 
E(jr . ) 4.1 1.38 6.8 2.11 3.0 2.21 
F(sr.) 4.6 
9% R.N.s 
2.37 7.3 2.31 3.3 2.75 
G(sr.) 3.8 
23% R.N.s 
1.99 7.4 2.25 4.5 2.67 
H(sr . ) 5.0 
8% R.N.s 
1.79 6.4 2.51 1.9 2.00 
I(sr . ) 6.8 
R.N.s 
1.64 8.1 1.83 1.9 1.20 
*Maximum score = 10 
for Form I. Also, contrasting the range for the mean 
scores for Forms R and I highlights a span of mean scores 
for Form I that is less varied than that noted for Form 
R. The variance noted between the spread of mean scores 
for Forms R and I, is that the mean scores for Form I 
extend from a high of 8 .1 for class I to a low of 6.3 for 
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class B and that the range of mean scores for Form R is 
more widely dispersed, spanning from a high of 6.8 for 
class I to a low of 2.9 for class D 
The mean discrepancy between scores for Forms R and I 
for the subscale of Innovation is noted to span from a 
high of 4.8 for class D to a low of 1.8 for class C. 
Likewise, another observation of particular interest noted 
is the fact that the mean discrepancy between scores for 
classes H and I, is discerned to be identical (1.9) and 
very close to being comparable to the low mean discrep¬ 
ancy between scores for class C. The mean discrepancy 
observed between scores for the other six classes, on the 
other hand, spread from a high of 4.8 to a low of 3.0. 
The review of the mean scores for the subscales for 
Form R per class presented in Table 11, evidences a great¬ 
er similarity in the mean scores for the subscales of Task 
Orientation, Competition and Order and Organization for 7 
out of 9 classes. The two classes for which this is not 
the case are C and I. The mean scores for the same com¬ 
bination of subscales for these two classes are noted to 
be somewhat comparable. 
In contrast, the inspection of the subscale mean 
scores for Form I per class, illustrated in Table 12, 
indicate a greater similarity in mean scores among classes 
than is the case for the mean scores for classes for Form 
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Table 11 
Mean Scores* for Subscales per Class for Form R 
Class 
Subscales** (Mean/Std.): 
I A TS TO C 00 RC TC INN 
A( soph) 5.9 6.2 7.7 8.4 7.4 8.0 7.5 4.8 4.1 
2.5 2.6 2.1 1.3 1.4 1.2 2.4 2.1 2.3 
B(soph) 7.0 5.6 6.6 8.7 7.1 8.5 7.1 5.5 2.9 
1.3 2.5 2.2 1.2 1.4 0.8 2.3 2.1 1.6 
C(jr . ) 6.1 9.1 8.7 3.4 5.1 4.9 4.7 1.9 6.0 
R.N.s 2.7 1.2 1.3 2.7 1.6 2.5 3.0 1.8 2.1 
D(jr . ) 5.5 6.0 5.8 9.0 8.0 7.6 6.5 5.2 2.9 
2.0 2.3 2.5 1.2 1.0 1.5 2.2 2.2 1.6 
E(jr . ) 6.5 6.8 7.1 8.8 7.3 7.6 6.7 4.9 4.1 
2.3 2.3 1.6 1.2 2.0 1.3 1.9 1.9 1.4 
F (sr . ) 5.3 5.8 6.2 8.4 6.6 7.4 7.2 4.8 4.6 
9% R.N.s 3.1 2.6 3.3 1.3 2.2 1.7 2.5 2.4 2.4 
G(sr . ) 4.5 5.3 6.9 8.6 7.5 7.0 6.4 4.1 3.8 
23% R.N.s 2.6 2.3 2.2 1.7 1.4 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.0 
H(sr.) 7.0 7.4 8.1 8.3 7.4 7.6 6.9 6.9 5.0 
8% R.N.s 1.5 2.3 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.1 2.3 2.3 1.8 
I(sr . ) 6.4 6.9 9.4 4.9 4.7 4.8 6.3 2.1 6.8 
R.N.s 3.0 2.5 0.8 2.7 2.0 2.7 3.0 1.6 1.6 
♦Maximum 
Maximum 
score 
score 
per subscale except 
for O.O. = 9 
for 0. O. = 10 
**I-Involvement , A-Affiliation. TS- Teacher Support, 
TS-Task Orientation , c- Competition, 00- •Order and 
Organization, RC-Rule Clarity 
INN-Innovation 
, TC -Teacher Control 
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Table 12 
Mean Scores* for Subscales per Class fnr Form T 
Class 
Subscales** (Mean/Std.): 
I A TS TO C 00 RC TC INN 
A(soph) 9.0 8.6 9.0 7.9 6.6 8.2 8.6 5.3 7.4 
1.6 1.8 1.4 1.7 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.5 2.2 
B(soph) 8.9 8.7 8.5 8.3 6.4 8.3 8.8 6.3 6.3 
1.2 2.1 1.9 1.4 1.7 0.9 1.7 2.0 2.5 
C(jr . ) 9.1 9.3 9.5 7.1 5.3 8.1 8.1 4.5 7.6 
R.N.s 1.8 0.9 0.6 2.5 2.1 1.0 2.6 2.0 1.7 
D(jr . ) 8.9 9.0 8.7 8.4 5.7 8.4 9.0 6.3 6.9 
2.0 1.9 2.5 1.7 2.0 0.9 1.2 2.0 2.5 
E(jr . ) 8.9 8.3 8.8 8.2 5.6 8.2 8.1 4.8 6.8 
1.3 1.8 1.3 1.6 1.9 0.7 1.9 1.8 2.1 
F(sr . ) 8.8 8.4 8.7 7.6 5.5 8.0 8.7 5.0 7.3 
9% R.N.s 2.1 1.8 1.8 1.5 2.2 0.9 1.7 2.0 2.3 
G(sr . ) 9.1 8.8 9.0 7.6 8.2 8.5 8.0 5.3 7.4 
23% R.N.s 1.4 1.6 1.4 2.1 1.4 1.9 2.3 2.5 2.3 
H (sr . ) 8.5 8.1 8.9 8.3 6.5 7.8 8.3 4.2 6.4 
8% R.N.s 1.6 2.3 1.1 1.4 1.8 1.1 1.6 1.6 2.5 
I(sr . ) 9.3 8.9 9.3 7.0 4.9 7.6 8.5 3.2 8.1 
R.N.s 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.5 2.9 2.0 1.8 
♦Maximum score per subscale except for 0.0. = 10 
Maximum score for 0.0. = 9 
**I-Involvement, A-Affiliation, TS-Teacher Support, 
TS-Task Orientation, C-Competit ion, 00-0rder and 
Organization, RC-Rule Clarity, TC-Teacher Control, 
INN-Innovation 
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R. Likewise, the mean scores for 6 out of 9 subscales are 
observed to be more alike than different for the nine 
classes represented. Those subscales for which this is an 
exception are Competition, Teacher Control and Innova¬ 
tion. Also, the mean scores for Form I for the subscale 
of Teacher Control are observed to enjoy a wider range of 
distribution than that exhibited for all other subscales. 
In addition, the mean discrepancy between the scores 
for Forms R and I per class, displayed in Table 13, indi¬ 
cates a combination of the mean discrepancy between sub¬ 
scale scores for 5 out of 9 classes that is very similar. 
Those classes for which this is the case are A, B, E, F 
and H for the subscales of Task Orientation, Competition 
and Order and Organization. 
Two other classes, D and G demonstrate a mean discrep¬ 
ancy between scores for the subscale of Competition that 
is slightly greater than that for the other five classes. 
However, the other mean discrepancy between scores for 
these classes is comparable with that noted for the other 
five classes for the subscales of Task Orientation and 
Order and Organization. 
On the other hand, the common mean discrepancy be¬ 
tween scores for classes C and I is confined to two sub¬ 
scales. These subscales are Teacher Support and Innova¬ 
tion. 
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Table 13 
Mean Discrepancy between Scores* for Subsrales for Forms r 
and I per Class --- - 
Class 
Subscales** (Mean/Std.): 
I A TS TO C 00 RC TC INN 
A( soph) 3.4 2.5 1.5 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.5 1.6 3.4 
2.7 2.4 1.8 1.4 1.7 1.2 1.8 1.6 3.3 
B(soph) 2.1 3.1 2.4 1.2 1.6 0.5 2.0 1.4 3.5 
1.5 2.1 2.3 1.0 1.3 0.6 1.8 1.2 2.5 
C( jr . ) 2.9 0.7 1.1 3.7 2.1 2.9 4.0 3.0 1.8 
R.N.s 2.6 1.0 1.2 3.2 1.2 1.2 3.3 2.0 1.6 
D( jr . ) 3.3 2.8 2.9 1.2 2.3 1.3 2.4 2.3 4.8 
2.1 2.7 2.6 1.3 1.8 1.3 2.0 1.7 2.4 
E( jr . ) 2.5 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.7 0.9 1.8 0.9 3.0 
2.3 1.8 1.7 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.0 2.2 
F(sr . ) 3.6 2.6 2.6 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.9 1.5 3.3 
9% R.N.s 3.1 2.6 3.0 1.3 1.6 1.6 2.4 1.4 2.8 
G(sr . ) 4.6 3.9 2.5 1.8 2.1 1.7 2.6 2.1 4.5 
23% R.N.s 2.9 2.6 2.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 2.4 2.0 2.7 
H (sr . ) 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.9 1.2 0.8 1.9 1.3 1.9 
8% R.N.s 1.7 1.8 1.5 0.9 1.4 1.0 1.9 1.2 2.0 
I(sr . ) 4.1 2.5 0.8 2.9 1.7 3.8 3.4 2.1 1.9 
R.N.s 2.7 2.3 1.1 2.8 1.7 2.5 2.6 1.7 1.2 
•Maximum score per subscale except for 0.0. = 10 
Maximum score for 0.0. = 9 
**I-Involvement, A-Affiliation, TS-Teacher Support, 
TS-Task Orientation, C-Competition, 00-0rder and 
Organization, RC-Rule Clarity, TC-Teacher Control, 
INN-Innovation 
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Discrepancies Between Scores tor Dimensions. Discrep¬ 
ancies are found between mean scores for all nine classes 
and for all four dimensions. In addition, the greater 
difference between means scores for Forms R and I is 
ascertained to be representative of the scores for Rela¬ 
tionship Dimensions and the lowest amount of disparity 
between mean scores is evidenced for the the System Change 
Dimension. 
More important, a closer examination of the dispar¬ 
ity in mean scores for Forms R and I for Relationship 
Dimensions, exhibited in Table 14, offers findings indi¬ 
cating a prominence of increases in students’ scores in 
all nine classes for Form I to be responsible for this 
variance. Also, noticeable differences in means scores 
for Form R are observed from class to class. 
For instance the span of mean scores for Form R for a 
total possible score of 30 is noted to spread from a high 
of 24.2 for class C to a low of 16.6 for class G. Like¬ 
wise, mean scores for four other classes A, B, D and E are 
evidenced to be situated somewhat at the lower end of the 
range, illustrating mean scores ranging from 17.3 to 
19.9. On the other hand, mean scores for classes E, H and 
I are determined to be closer, in their location, to the 
middle of the spread, exhibiting mean scores of 20, 22.6 
and 21.3 respectively. 
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Table 14 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discrepancy for 
Relationship Dimensions 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std. 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std . 
Discre 
Mean 
pancv 
Std . 
A( soph) 19.6 5.66 26.8 3.74 7.2 5.52 
B(soph) 19.9 4.68 22.7 1.86 3.4 2.49 
C( jr . ) 
R.N.s 
24.2 3.82 27.8 2.48 4.8 3.35 
D( jr . ) 17.8 5.74 26.6 5.29 8.9 6.00 
E( jr . ) 20.0 5.82 25.6 5.16 5.9 6.00 
F (sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
17.3 7.91 25.9 5.20 8.8 7.85 
G( sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
16.6 5.39 27.1 4.39 11.3 6.38 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
22.6 4.02 25.5 4.19 4.2 2.02 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
21.3 4.47 28.0 2.24 7.4 4.37 
♦Maximum score = 30 
Conversely, the range of mean scores for Form I is 
more closely clustered and is discerned to represent a 
spread of mean scores from a high of 28.0 to a low of 
22.7. The mean scores for 5 out of 9 classes. A, D, E and 
F for Form I for these dimensions are located between 25.5 
and 26.8. Also, the mean scores for three other classes. 
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c, G, I, are evidenced to be higher than 26.8, but only 
class B with a mean score of 22.7 is demonstrated to be 
less than 25.5. 
In addition, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for Relationship Dimensions is found to 
spread from a high of 11.3 for class G to a low of 3.4 for 
class B. Likewise, it is determined that the mean dis¬ 
crepancy between scores enjoys a mixed representation 
similar to that for Form R. For example the mean dis¬ 
crepancy between scores for classes C and H of 4.8 and 4.2 
respectively, are located closer to the lower end of the 
range. Class E, on the other hand, demonstrates a mean 
discrepancy between scores of 5.9 that is more to the 
middle of the span of the mean discrepancy between 
scores. Also, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
classes A, D, F and I is noted to be located at the higher 
end of the range evidencing a mean discrepancy between 
scores extending from 7.2 to 8.9. 
Further scrutiny of the disparity between the mean 
scores for Forms R and I, exhibited in Table 15, evidences 
variances between mean scores for Personal Development Di¬ 
mensions to be accounted for by a prevalence of both re¬ 
ductions and expansions in students' scores for Form I per 
class. This gain in mean scores for Form I is observed 
for two classes, C and I, while decreases in students' 
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Table 15 
Hean Scores* for Forms R and T and niSrrPpannV 
Personal Development Dimensions 
for 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std. 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std. 
Discre 
Mean 
pancy 
Std . 
A( soph) 15.8 2.11 14.5 3.16 2.8 2.75 
B(soph) 15.6 2.10 14.6 2.47 2.8 3.51 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
8.4 3.70 13.0 3.10 5.9 3.90 
D( jr. ) 16.7 1.99 14.1 3.00 2.5 3.94 
E(jr . ) 16.2 1.44 13.8 2.90 3.1 2.68 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
14.9 2.68 13.1 2.94 3.1 2.95 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
17.0 5.61 13.7 3.11 6.4 4.55 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
15.7 2.15 14.8 2.72 2.1 1.73 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
9.6 3.70 11.9 2.75 4.2 3.63 
♦Maximum score = 20 
scores for Form I are apparent for the other seven 
classes. 
Also, it is discovered that the range of the mean 
scores, for a maximum possible score of 20, spans from a 
high of 17.7 to a low of 8.4 for Form R. Likewise, it is 
found that the mean scores for Form R of 8.4 and 9.6, pre- 
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sented by classes C and I, respectively, are considerably 
lower than those for the other classes. Scores for the 
other classes are clustered between 14.9 and 16.7. 
In contrast, the mean scores for 4 out of 9 classes 
for Form I are determined to be located between 13.0 and 
13.8, and those for classes A, B and H are observed to be 
located beyond those parameters. The mean scores for 
these classes. A, B and H, are confined to a range of 14.5 
to 14.8. The mean score of 11.9, for class I, on the 
other hand, is noted to be the sole mean score isolated at 
the lower end of the range. 
Furthermore, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for Personal Development Dimensions is dis¬ 
cerned to range from a high of 6.4 for class G to a low of 
2.1 for class H. In addition, this mean discrepancy 
between scores is found to be as mixed in its dispersion 
as is the case for the mean scores illustrated per class 
for Form R. 
The investigation of the disparity noted between the 
mean scores for Forms R and I for System Maintenance Dimen¬ 
sions, presented in Table 16, lends evidence supporting 
the characterization of gains in students* scores for Form 
I being responsible for the differences in mean scores. 
These variances between mean scores for Forms R and I are 
noted for all nine classes. 
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Table 16 
Mean Scores* for Forms R and I and Discreoanrv for *! f nm 
Maintenance Dimensions 
Class 
Form 
Mean 
R 
Std. 
Form I 
Mean Std. 
Discre 
Mean 
pancy 
Std . 
A( soph) 20.3 4.57 22.1 4.41 4.1 3.84 
B(soph) 20.9 4.35 22.7 3.93 3.8 2.29 
C( jr . ) 
R.N.s 
11.7 5.96 21.3 3.92 10.1 6.04 
D( jr . ) 19.4 4.75 22.9 4.25 5.5 3.94 
E( jr . ) 19.2 3.79 21.1 3.37 3.5 2.60 
F (sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
19.4 5.19 21.8 3.26 4.8 4.44 
G(sr. ) 
23% R.N.% 
17.0 5.61 22.2 3.40 6.4 4.55 
H (sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
17.7 3.39 20.5 3.21 4.0 3.21 
I(sr . ) 11.6 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum score = 29 
5.01 19.6 4.14 9.3 5.72 
In addition, the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for System Maintenance Dimensions is ob¬ 
served to range from a high of 10.1 for class C to a low 
of 3.5 for class E. Classes A, B and H are noted to dis¬ 
play a mean discrepancy between scores of 4.1, 3.5 and 
4.0, respectively, which is more proximal to the lower end 
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of the range. Also, the mean discrepancy between scores 
for class F is evidenced to be closer to the middle of the 
dispersion of the mean discrepancy between scores. Like¬ 
wise, the mean discrepancy between scores for three other 
classes, D, G, and I is determined to be more widely scat¬ 
tered, spreading from a low of 5.5 to a high of 9.3. 
The data related to the System Change Dimension are 
identical to that for the subscale of Innovation. Hence, 
findings generated for this dimension are the same as 
those reported for the subscale of Innovation in Table 
10. 
The mean scores for Form R for dimensions per class, 
presented in Table 17, demonstrate a similarity among 
classes for some mean scores. For instance, two sophomore 
classes, A and B, demonstrate similar mean scores for all 
dimensions except System Change. Likewise, two junior 
classes, D and E, present approximately the same mean 
scores for Personal Development and System Maintenance 
Dimensions. Also, classes for registered nurses, C and I, 
illustrate scores that are more similar for Personal 
Development, System Maintenance and System Change Dimen¬ 
sions . 
However, the mean scores, displayed per class in 
Table 18 for Form I, are revealed to represent a narrow 
range of mean scores for Personal Development, System 
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Table 17 
Mean Scores* for Dimensions per Class for Form R 
Class 
Dimensions: 
Relation¬ 
ship 
Personal 
Development 
System 
Maintenance 
System 
Change 
Mean Std . Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std . 
A( soph) 19.6 5.7 15.8 2.1 20.3 4.6 4.1 2.3 
B(soph) 19.9 4.7 15.6 2.1 20.9 4.4 2.9 1.6 
C( jr . ) 
R.N.s 
24.2 3.8 8.4 3.7 11.7 6.0 6.0 2.1 
D( jr . ) 17.8 5.7 16.7 2.0 19.4 4.8 2.9 1.6 
E( jr . ) 20.0 5.8 16.2 1.4 19.2 3.8 4.1 1.4 
F (sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
17.3 7.9 14.9 2.7 19.4 5.2 4.6 2.4 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
16.6 5.4 17.0 5.6 17.0 5.6 3.8 2.0 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
22.6 4.0 15.7 2.2 17.7 3.4 5.0 1.8 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
21.3 4.5 9.6 3.7 11.6 5.0 6.8 1.6 
♦Maximum scores 
Relationship = 
tenance = 29, 
• 
• 
30, Personal Development 
System Change = 10 
= 20, System Main- 
Maintenance, and System Change Dimensions indicating more 
similarities than differences among scores for all nine 
classes. Only the mean scores for System Maintenance and 
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Table 18 
ftean—Scores *—for_Dimensions per Class for Form I 
Class 
Dimensions 
Relation¬ 
ship 
• 
• 
Personal 
Development 
System 
Maintenance 
System 
Change 
Mean Std . Mean Std. Mean Std . Mean Std . 
A( soph) 26.8 3.7 14.5 3.2 22.1 4.4 7.4 2.2 
B(soph) 22.7 1.9 14.6 2.5 22.7 3.9 6.3 2.5 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
27.8 2.5 13.0 3.1 21.3 3.9 7.6 1.7 
D(jr . ) 26.6 5.3 14.1 3.0 22.9 4.3 6.9 2.5 
E(jr . ) 25.6 5.2 13.8 2.9 21.1 3.4 6.8 2.1 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
25.9 5.2 13.1 2.9 21.8 3.3 7.3 2.3 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
27.1 4.4 13.7 3.1 22.2 3.4 7.4 2.3 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
25.5 4.2 14.8 2.7 20.5 3.2 6.4 2.5 
I (sr . ) 
R.N.s 
28.0 2.2 11.9 2.8 19.6 4.1 8.1 1.8 
♦Maximum scores 
Relationship = 
tenance = 29, 
• 
• 
30, Personal Development 
System Change = 10 
= 20, System Main- 
System Change Dimensions for Class I are set somewhat 
apart from this group of mean scores. 
The comparison of the mean discrepancy between scores 
for Forms R and I, reported in Table 19, evidences that 
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Table 19 
Mean Discrepancy between Scores* for Dimensions for Pnrm, 
R and I per Class 
Dimensions: 
Class 
Relation¬ 
ship 
Personal 
Development 
System 
Maintenance 
System 
Change 
Mean Std. Mean Std . Mean Std . Mean Std . 
A( soph) 7.2 5.5 2.8 2.8 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.3 
B(soph) 3.4 2.5 2.8 3.5 3.8 2.3 3.5 2.5 
C ( j r . ) 4.8 3.4 5.9 3.9 10.1 6.0 1.8 1.6 
R.N.s 
D( jr . ) 8.9 6.0 2.5 3.9 5.5 3.9 4.8 2.4 
E( jr . ) 5.9 6.0 3.1 2.7 3.5 2.6 3.0 2.2 
F (sr . ) 8.8 7.9 3.1 3.0 4.8 4.4 3.3 (2.8 
9% R.N.s 
G(sr . ) 11.3 6.4 6.4 4.6 6.4 4.6 4.5 2.7 
23% R.N.s 
H (sr . ) 4.2 2.0 2.1 1.7 4.0 3.2 1.9 2.0 
8% R.N.s 
I(sr . ) 7.4 4.4 4.2 3.6 9.3 5.7 1.9 1.2 
R.N.s 
♦Maximum scores: 
Relationship = 30, Personal Development = 20, System Main¬ 
tenance = 29, System Change = 10 
for System Change Dimension to be lower than that, for the 
most part, demonstrated for other dimensions. Even though 
this is the case, it must be remembered that the maximum 
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possible score of ten for this dimension is far less than 
that of 20, 29, and 30 for the other dimensions. Hence, 
the lower mean discrepancy between these scores shown for 
this dimension represents a greater, in some instances, or 
comparable degree of mean discrepancy between scores as 
that prevalent for the other dimensions. 
Discrepancies In Total Scores. Contrasting the mean 
scores for total scores for Forms R and I, reported in 
Table 20, offers the observation that the disparity noted 
between these scores is attributed to a prominence of 
increases in students’ scores for Form I. The class noted 
to present the highest mean score for total scores for 
Form R of 61.02 is H and the class for which the lowest 
mean score for total scores of 48.7 for Form R is 
illustrated is class I. Also, 6 out of 9 classes are 
determined to present mean scores for total scores for 
Form R ranging between 50.5 to 59.3. 
In addition, the comparison of mean scores for total 
scores for Form R with the mean scores for total scores 
for Form I, evidences a higher and more constricted range 
of mean scores for Form I. These mean scores for Form I 
extend from a high of 71.2 for class G to a low of 67.0 
for class H. 
Moreover, the greatest mean discrepancy between total 
scores of 20.1, is observed to be demonstrated by class I 
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Table 20 
Mean Scores* for 
Scores 
Forms—R_and I and Discrepancy for Total 
Class Mean 
Form R 
Std . 
Form 
Mean 
I 
Std. 
Discre 
Mean 
pancy 
Std . 
A(soph) 59.3 9.16 70.8 7.97 11.2 8.79 
B(soph) 59.1 7.60 70.0 7.33 11.4 6.30 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
50.5 12.51 69.9 8.03 19.8 13.80 
D(jr . ) 56.9 9.12 70.6 7.73 13.7 9.70 
E(jr . ) 60.0 9.19 67.8 6.22 8.5 7.60 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
59.3 9.16 68.5 6.87 12.3 11.66 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
54.0 8.43 71.2 5.35 17.2 9.24 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
61.0 6.58 67.0 6.78 7.6 6.90 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
48.7 12.44 68.3 6.60 20.1 14.37 
♦Maximum score = 89 
and the lowest mean discrepancy between scores for total 
scores of 7.6 is determined to be displayed by class H. 
Also, the mean discrepancy between scores for 4 out of 9 
classes is noted to range from a low of 11.2 to a high of 
13.7, while classes E and H are observed to enjoy a lower 
mean discrepancy between scores of 7.6 and 8.5 respec- 
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tively. The mean discrepancy between scores of 17.2 for 
class G is closer to the middle of the spread, and the 
mean discrepancy between scoresof 19.9 and 20 for classes 
C and I represent the upper end of the range. 
SSIIP*Between Grades. Age and Discrepancy 
The second hypothesis, "students in nursing with a 
smaller amount of discrepancy between their perceptions of 
real and ideal social environments of classrooms have 
greater academic achievement than those students who have 
a greater amount of discrepancy between their perceptions 
of real and ideal social environments of classrooms," was 
analyzed by using the Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficient to correlate students' final numerical grades 
in each of the classes in which they are enrolled with the 
discrepancy between their scores for Forms R and I for the 
four dimensions and total scores. Likewise, correlations 
of age with the same discrepancies between scores were 
carried out to explore the significance of these relation¬ 
ships. In addition, correlations of students' ages with 
their final grades for each of the classes were done. In 
all instances, both students and classes were employed as 
units of analyses for each correlation. This was done to 
determine if there was a difference in the magnitude of 
the associations using different units of analyses. 
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Those findings rendered from the employment of stu¬ 
dents as the unit of analysis for the correlation of 
students' final numerical grades in each course with the 
discrepancy between their scores for Forms R and I for 
Relationship (Dl), Personal Development (D2), System Main¬ 
tenance (D3) and System Change (D4) Dimensions and total 
scores, are exhibited in Table 21. The r values gene¬ 
rated from these correlations evidence low to moderate, 
both positive and negative associations. 
Some of these r values from these correlations are 
found to be statistically significant. Those r values, 
for which this is the case, are .284 and -.371 rendered 
from the correlation of the discrepancy between students' 
scores for System Maintenance Dimensions with their final 
numerical grades in classes A and F, significant at .05 
and .02 respectively. Likewise, the r value of -.405 for 
the correlation of the discrepancy between students' 
total scores with their final numerical grades in class F 
is significant at .01. 
The r values rendered from the employment of classes 
as the unit of analysis for the correlation of the mean 
discrepancy between scores for dimensions and total 
scores for the nine classes with the mean numerical 
grades for each of these classes, likewise presented in 
Table 21, are statistically significant for 3 out of 5 
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Table 21 
Correlation of Discrepancy between Scores with Grades 
Unit of 
Analysis N df 
Mean 
Grade 
Dimensions 1 
D1 D2 
• 
• 
D3 D4 Total 
Students 
A(soph) 
• 
• 
55 53 80 .185 .014 . 284* .180 .137 
B(soph) 39 37 83 - .084 .049 -.015 .108 .228 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
15 13 93 - .448 -.184 -.344 .053 -.381 
D(jr . ) 34 32 79 .200 . 368* .170 .170 .107 
E(jr . ) 22 20 79 .065 .235 .147 .228 .116 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 43 80 - .206 -.087 -.371** .043 -.405*** 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N. 
39 
s 
37 83 - .257 -.057 -.224 .156 -.233 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 48 83 - .008 -.114 -.123 .044 -.075 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 34 95 - .298 -.318 -.152 .233 -.186 
Classes 9 7 84 - -.212 .710* .928**** .628 .798*** 
1. Dl-Relationship, D2-Personal ] 
Maintenance, D4-System Change 
Development, D3- System 
* .05 ** .02 ***.01 **** . 001 
correlations • Those r values so identified are those 
generated from the correlation of the mean numerical grades 
for each class with the mean discrepancy between students’ 
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scores for each class for Personal Development Dimensions 
of .710, for System Maintenance Dimensions of .928, and for 
total scores of .798, statistically significant at .05, 
.001 and .01 respectively. 
Also, the employment of students as the unit of analy¬ 
sis for the correlations of the discrepancy between their 
scores for Forms R and I for dimensions and total scores 
with age yielded both positive and negative, low to mod¬ 
erate associations reported in Table 22. These r values 
produced from these correlations are found to be not statis¬ 
tically significant. 
However, 4 out of 5 of the r values, demonstrated in 
Table 22, produced from using classes as the unit of analy¬ 
sis to correlate the mean discrepancy between scores for 
Forms R and I for dimensions and total scores with mean 
ages for each class, are statistically significant. Those 
values generated from the correlations of mean ages with 
the mean discrepancy between scores for Forms R and I for 
each class for Personal Development Dimensions of .691 and 
the System Change Dimension of .738 are statistically 
significant at .05. Also, r values yielded from the cor¬ 
relations of mean ages with the mean discrepancy between 
students' scores for Forms R and I for the System Mainte¬ 
nance Dimensions for each class of .887 and total scores of 
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Table 22 
Correlation of Discrepancy between Scores with 
Unit of 
Analysis N df 
Mean 
Age 
Dimensions 
D1 D2 
1. 
• 
D3 D4 Total 
Students 
A( soph) 
• 
• 
55 53 22.3 .123 -.057 .127 .094 
-.066 
B(soph) 39 37 21.7 .047 .003 .008 .174 .102 
C(jr . ) 
R . N . s 
15 13 30.4 - .211 -.002 -.212 .071 
-.050 
D(jr . ) 34 32 22.1 .105 .131 .164 .156 .100 
E(jr . ) 22 20 21.1 .160 .291 -.184 .011 
-.219 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 43 25.8 - .024 -.047 -.023 .019 .091 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N. 
39 
s 
37 27.6 .266 -.305 -.230 .216 -.230 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 48 24.7 .017 -.230 -.182 .100 -.136 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 34 37.9 .061 .280 -.266 .261 -.169 
Classes 9 7 26.0 - .105 .691* .887*** .738* .821*** 
1. Dl-Relationship, D2-Personal Development, 
Maintenance, D4-System Change 
D3-System 
*.05 ** • 02 *** . 01 
.821 are ascertained to be statistically significant at 
.01. 
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The correlations of students' grades in the classes in 
which they were enrolled with their ages produced r values 
representing low to high, positive associations reported in 
Table 23. These r values for 4 out of 9 the classes are 
Table 23 
Correlation of Grades with Aoe 
Unit of 
Analysis N df 
Mean 
Age 
Mean 
Grade r value 
Students: 
A( soph) 55 53 22.3 80.1 .072 
B(soph) 39 37 21.7 82.6 .207 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
15 13 30.4 93.0 .269 
D(jr . ) 34 32 22.1 79.3 .483*** 
E(jr . ) 22 20 21.1 79.3 .118 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 43 25.8 80.0 .344** 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 37 27.6 83.3 .204 
H (sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 48 24.7 82.9 . 324* 
I (sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 34 37.9 94.9 .543**** 
Classes 9 7 26.0 83.9 .904**** 
*.05 ** .02 *** .01 **** .001 
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determined to be statistically significant. Those r values 
so indicated are those of .483 for class D, .344 for class 
F/ .324 for class H and .543 for class I, statistically 
significant at .01, .02 .05 and .001 respectively. 
Also, using classes as the unit of analysis rendered 
a r value of .904 for the correlation of mean grades with 
mean ages for each class. This value is statistically 
significant at .001. 
Personality Types and Discrepancies Between Scores 
The third hypothesis "there is an association among 
nursing students' discrepancies in their perceptions of 
real and ideal social environments of classrooms and 
personality types," was analyzed by employing a one-way 
analysis to analyze the raw scores for Form R and the 
discrepancy between the raw scores for Forms R and I for 
dimensions and total scores grouped according to students' 
four letter personality types. These personality types are 
the end product of students’ performance on the Myers- 
Briggs Type Indicator Form F. 
The four letters assigned to each personality type 
represent functions and orientations that are derived from 
the polarization of responses on eight poles yielding 16 
personality types. These poles are extraversion (E) v.s. 
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introversion (I), sensing (S) v.s. intuition (N), thinking 
(T) v.s. feeling (F) and judging (J) v.s. perceptive (P). 
The distribution of these personality types, exhibited 
in Table 24, demonstrates all 16 of the personality types 
delineated by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to be ac¬ 
counted for by these students. The more popular person¬ 
ality types for students in this department are deemed to 
be ISFJ, ESFP, ESFJ and ENFP. 
The more common dominant functions represented by the 
personality types of the students in this department, as 
displayed in Table 25, are sensing and feeling. For stu¬ 
dents enrolled in classes B and D a singular function of 
sensing is more preferred and for students in attendance in 
classes, C, E, F and I feeling is more favored. However, a 
combination of sensing and feeling are indicated as the 
more popular dominant functions for students in Classes A, 
G and I . 
Likewise, the more prevailing auxiliary functions, as 
observed in Table 26, are shown to be sensing and feeling 
for the students in this department. More specifically, 
students in 7 out of 9 classes, indicate the function of 
feeling to be the more desired auxiliary function, while 
for students in class F, sensing and feeling are equally 
shared as popular auxiliary functions. In contrast, stud- 
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Table 24 
Distribution of Personality Types Rv 
Class: 
Type* A B C D E F G H I Total 
ISTJ 5 3 - 3 1 2 3 2 3 22(7%) 
ISFJ 5 4 1 6 2 4 3 8 6 39(12% ) 
ISTP 1 - - - 
- - 1 - - 2(.9%) 
ISFP 4 2 1 3 1 3 3 4 5 26(8%) 
ESTP 2 1 - 1 - - 1 1 1 7(2%) 
ESTJ 2 1 - 4 - 5 5 1 1 19(6%) 
ESFP 8 9 1 3 3 2 5 3 5 39(12%) 
ESFJ 11 5 2 3 5 7 2 10 2 47(14%) 
INFJ 1 2 - 1 2 4 1 4 - 15(5%) 
INTJ 3 2 - 1 - - - - 2 8(2%) 
INFP 3 2 4 2 - 3 2 3 2 20(6%) 
INTP - - 1 - - - - - - 1(.3%) 
ENFP 6 3 3 5 3 5 5 7 3 40(12%) 
ENTP - 2 2 - - 3 3 - - 9(3%) 
ENFJ 3 - - 1 2 6 4 6 5 29(9%) 
ENTJ - 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 6(2%) 
Total 54 37 15 34 20 45 39 50 36 329(100%) 
*1nitials for types : I ( intr overs ion), E (extroversion), 
S (sensing), N (intuition), T (thinking), F (feeling), 
(judgment), P (perception) 
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dents in class C, indicate intuition to be their more 
preferred auxiliary function. 
Table 25 
Distribution of Dominant Functions 
Class N Sensing Intuition Thinking Feeling 
A( soph) 54 20(37%) 10(10%) 3(6%) 20(38%) 
B(soph) 37 17(47%) 9(24%) 2(5%) 9(24%) 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
15 2(13%) 4(27%) 1(7%) 8(53%) 
D(jr . ) 34 13(38%) 7(21%) 4(12%) 10(29%) 
E(jr . ) 20 6(30%) 5(25%) 1(5%) 8(40%) 
F (sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 8(18%) 12(27%) 6(13%) 19(42%) 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 12(31%) 9(23%) 7(18%) 11(28%) 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 14(28%) 11(22%) 2(4%) 23(46%) 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 15(42%) 5(14%) 2(6%) 14(39%) 
Total 329 107(33%) 72(22%) 28(9%) 122(37%) 
In addition, students in this department, as reported 
in Table 27, evidence a proclivity for the function of 
feeling for their outer orientation. Two exceptions are 
students in classes B and C, showing the singular functions 
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Table 26 
Distribution of Auxiliary FiinrHnn^ 
Class N Sensing Intuition Thinking Feeling 
A(soph) 53 18(33%) 5(9%) 10(19%) 20(39%) 
B(soph) 37 8(22%) 3(8%) 8(22%) 18(49%) 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
15 3(20%) 6(40%) 2(13%) 4(27%) 
D( jr . ) 34 10(29%) 4(12%) 5(15%) 15(44%) 
E(jr . ) 20 6(30%) 3(15%) 1(5%) 10(50%) 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 15(33%) 10(22%) 5(11%) 15(33%) 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 11(28%) 7(18%) 7(18%) 14(36%) 
H(sr. ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 15(30%) 10(20%) 3(6%) 22(44%) 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
36 8(22%) 8(22%) 6(17%) 14(39%) 
Total 329 94(29%) 56(17%) 47(14%) 132(40%) 
of sensing and intuition, respectively, as the more 
popular function for outer their orientations. Also, 
another variance noted is the illustration of an almost 
equal penchant for all four functions (sensing, intuition, 
thinking and feeling) to service the outer orientation of 
students in class G. 
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Table 27 
Distributi on of Functions for Outer Orientat11 hnc; 
Class N Sensing Intuition Thinking Feeling 
A( soph) 53 13(24%) 8(15%) 12(23%) 20(38%) 
B(soph) 37 12(32%) 7(19%) 7(19%) 11(30%) 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
15 2(13%) 10(67%) - 3(30%) 
D(jr. ) 34 7(21%) 7(21%) 8(24%) 12(35%) 
E(jr . ) 20 5(25%) 3(15%) 2(10%) 10(50%) 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 5(11%) 11(24%) 8(18%) 21(47%) 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 10(26%) 10(26%) 9(23%) 10(26%) 
H(sr.) 
8% R.N.s 
50 8(16%) 10(20%) 4(8%) 28(56%) 
I(sr. ) 
R.N.s 
36 11(31%) 5(14%) 7(19%) 13(36%) 
Total 329 73(22%) 71(22%) 57(17%) 128(39%) 
Preferences for inner orientations for students in 
this department, as reported in Table 28, are shared 
almost equally between sensing and feeling. Accordingly, 
a greater proportion of the students in classes D, F and 
H, demonstrate a leaning for sensing and a greater segment 
of the students in the other six classes evident more of a 
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Table 28 
Distribution of Functions for Inner Or i n^f- { nnc 
Class N Sensing Intuition Thinking Feeling 
A(soph) 53 25(47%) 7(13%) 1(2%) 20(38%) 
B(soph) 37 13(35%) 5(14%) 3(8%) 16(43%) 
C ( j r . ) 
R.N.s 
15 3(20%) 1(7%) 2(13%) 9(60%) 
D(jr . ) 34 16(47%) 4(12%) 1(3%) 13(38%) 
E(jr . ) 20 7(35%) 5(25%) - 8(40%) 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
45 18(40%) 11(24%) 3(7%) 13(29%) 
G(sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
39 13(33%) 6(15%) 5(13%) 15(39%) 
H (sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
50 21(42%) 11(22%) 1(2%) 17(34%) 
I(sr. ) 
R.N.s 
36 12(33%) 8(22%) 1(3%) 15(42%) 
Total 329 128(39%) 58(18%) 17(5%) 126(38%) 
preference for the function of feeling to direct their 
inner orientation. 
Other findings generated related to students’ person¬ 
ality types were yielded from the employment of a one-way 
analysis to investigate the variance among the discrep¬ 
ancy between students' scores for dimensions and total 
scores for Forms R and I grouped to correspond with their 
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personality types. In addition, other data were generated 
from using a one-way analysis to examine the variance 
among students' scores for dimensions and total scores for 
Form R clustered according to the same four letter 
personality types. 
The means and standard deviations rendered from the 
one-way analysis of these groupings are located in Appen¬ 
dix F. An inspection of these data evidences a slightly 
greater variance among the discrepancy between students' 
scores for Forms R and I for dimensions and total scores 
than is noted among the scores for dimensions and total 
scores for Form R combined according to the same aggregate 
of personality types. 
In addition, F values produced, reported in Table 29, 
from the one-way analysis of the coalescing of students' 
scores for Form R to correspond with their personality 
types are determined to be not statistically signifi¬ 
cant. Likewise, F values, displayed in Table 30, gener¬ 
ated from the one-way analysis of the discrepancy between 
students' scores for Forms R and I for dimensions and to¬ 
tal scores, organized by the same personality types are 
found to be not statistically significant. 
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Table 29 
g_Value? for Variance in Scores for Form R Among 
Personality Types H 
Dimensions**: 
Class N DF* D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
F Values: 
A(soph) 51 10(41) 0.62 0.95 1.59 0.89 0.90 
B(soph) 29 7(22) 0.59 1.44 1.49 0.54 1.33 
C( jr . ) 
R.N.s 
8 2(6) 2.85 1.61 1.29 0.18 1.89 
D( jr . ) 30 8(22) 0.35 0.14 0.90 1.30 0.53 
E(jr . ) 16 5(11) 1.05 0.80 1.80 1.45 1.36 
F ( sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
43 10(33) 2.26 0.65 1.13 2.06 2.45 
G(sr. ) 
23% R.N.s 
34 9(25) 0.37 0.89 1.10 0.72 0.47 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
46 8(38) 1.28 0.53 1.21 2.11 1.19 
I(sr . ) 34 8(26) 0.66 0.81 0.52 0.31 0.56 
R.N.s 
♦Between(Within) 
**D1-Relationship, D2-Personal Development, D3-System 
Maintenance, D4-System Change 
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Table 30 
F Values for Variance in Discre Dancy between Spot #»«? 
Personality Types 
Class N DF* 
Dimensions**: 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
F Values: 
A(soph) 51 10(41) 1.13 1.06 1.82 1.58 0.59 
B(soph) 29 7(22) 0.76 0.35 1.07 0.46 1.12 
C(jr . ) 
R.N.s 
8 2(6) 0.55 0.61 0.83 1.20 0.69 
D(jr . ) 30 8(22) 1.10 0.88 0.68 1.80 0.44 
E(jr . ) 16 5(11) 1.41 0.88 1.28 0.98 0.64 
F(sr . ) 
9% R.N.s 
43 10(33) 1.63 2.28 0.92 1.64 1.91 
G( sr . ) 
23% R.N.s 
34 9(25) 1.10 0.35 1.80 0.44 1.06 
H(sr . ) 
8% R.N.s 
46 8(38) 0.50 0.93 1.01 1.11 1.09 
I(sr . ) 
R.N.s 
34 8(26) 1.17 0.99 0.57 0.16 0.60 
♦Between(Within) 
**D1-Relationship, D2-Personal Development, D3-System 
Maintenance, D4-System Change 
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o a e r 8 
Discrepancies in Perception* 
The comparison of students' performances on Forms R 
and I offers information relevant to the identification of 
the degree of discrepancy between their scores on these 
forms. In fact, students' responses for Form R represent 
their perceptions of the existing social environments, 
while their performance on Form I furnishes an indication 
of those components of classroom milieus that are per¬ 
ceived to be ideal. Therefore, the disparity noted be- 
ween students' scores for Forms R and I, can be inter¬ 
preted as being synonymous with discrepancies between 
their perceptions of the real and ideal social environ¬ 
ments of their classrooms. 
Moreover, the degree of variance between students' 
perceptions affords both a general and specific perspec¬ 
tive of the nature of the discrepancy between their percep¬ 
tions of the real and ideal social environments of their 
classrooms. For instance the discrepancy found between 
students' total scores for Forms R and I renders a broad 
overview of the degree of difference between students' 
perceptions of the existing social environment and the 
preferred social climates in their classrooms. Thus, 
lending an interpretation that there are discrepancies 
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between students' perceptions of the real and ideal social 
environments of their classrooms. Also, such statements 
as they relate to a greater or lesser degree of discon¬ 
tinuity between students' perceptions of the real and 
ideal social atmospheres in classrooms can be made. 
For example, the comparison of the mean total scores 
for Forms R and I suggests that there are discrepancies 
between students' perceptions of the real and ideal social 
environments of their classrooms in all nine classes in 
this department of nursing. Also, the information yielded 
provides the assessment that there are two classes, one 
section of both junior and senior level classes, in which 
students' perceptions of the prevailing social environment 
are closer than in other classes to what is considered to 
be ideal. On the other hand, the disparity found between 
mean scores for the other classes can be interpreted as 
the existence of a greater degree of incongruence between 
students' perceptions of their real and ideal social envi¬ 
ronments . 
Since in all of the classes basic theories related to 
nursing were the focus, variances in the peceptions of 
students in different classes are not a likely factor in 
the findings. Also, a pattern of discrepancies that can 
be associated with whether classes were team taught or by 
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an individual, likewise, does not appear to be 
variable. 
a critical 
Even though this knowledge is useful, it offers 
limited facts regarding the extent of the existence of 
specific elements that are pertinent to certain press 
within classrooms and how this press compares with what is 
desired for the social environments for classrooms in this 
department. These characterizations, then, fall short of 
specifying the particular area or areas in which the dis¬ 
parity between perceptions are prevalent. 
Contrariwise, the interpretation of the data rendered 
from the scores for dimensions and subscales furnishes a 
more precise picture. The higher mean scores for dimen¬ 
sions for Form R, then, identify students' perceptions of 
the press that is found to be more dominant in their 
classrooms as it pertains to the press for the subscales 
subsumed within them. This is accomplished by identifying 
the higher mean scores for dimensions and subscales for 
Form R. 
Likewise, the comparison of mean scores for Form R 
with those for Form I for subscales and dimensions, gives 
prominence to the congruency of particular components of 
the social environment as they relate to the press for 
each subscale and the pooled press for subscales germane 
to particular dimensions. Also, light is shed on the 
150 
direction in which the existing social environments within 
specific classrooms should be altered to provide a better 
match between students' perceptions of the real and ideal 
social environment. 
Hence, the assemblage of the mean scores for the sub¬ 
scales of Involvement, Affiliation and Teacher Support 
furnishes the profile for students' perceptions of the 
Relationship Dimensions. The inspection of the prevalence 
of the degree of press pertinent to each of these sub¬ 
scales and the level of agreement with its existence 
delineate areas of congruency and detail those that are 
not. 
More specifically, the mean scores for the subscale 
of Involvement, pinpoint a sophomore class and one sec¬ 
tion of a senior class in which basic students are predom¬ 
inantly enrolled, exhibiting a greater press for Involve¬ 
ment than that existing in other classes. Using the 
descriptions of the characteristics assessed by each 
subscale specific statements can be made regarding more or 
less of an attribute. Following this procedure, it seems 
that students in the aforementioned classes are more at¬ 
tentive and enjoy their classes more than students do in 
the other classes. Likewise, because the mean scores for 
Form I are generally higher than those for Form R, it 
seems that press for this subscale in classes in this 
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department is perceived to be less than what is considered 
ideal. 
Also, the press for another subscale in these dimen¬ 
sions, Affiliation is perceived to be more dominant by 
students who are registered nurses enrolled in a junior 
level class. Noting the characteristics that are confined 
to this subscale, the pervasive atmosphere in this class 
would seem to evident more of a sense of fellowship 
between students, a support for each other and an enjoy¬ 
ment of working together as more of a common occurrence 
than in the other classes. In addition, noting the 
differences in the mean scores for Forms R and I, this 
phenomenon is presumed to be perceived as being close to 
ideal by these students. However, students in the other 
classes probably would proclaim that the representation of 
this press in their classes is less than preferred. 
The press for the last subscale in these dimensions. 
Teacher Support, as indicated by the higher mean scores 
for Form R, is more prevalent in a junior and a senior 
level class in which registered nurses are enrolled and 
one section of a senior level class in which predominately 
basic students are in attendance. According to the char¬ 
acterization of the press for this subscale, a reasonable 
translation of these findings seems to be that a friendly 
climate that fosters supportive interactions between 
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students and teachers ic is more of a norm by students in 
these classes than in others. 
In addition, the variance between the mean scores for 
Forms R and I suggests that the level of the existing 
press for this subscale is closer in proximity to what is 
desired for students in a senior class for registered 
nurses. The prominent degree of press in other classes, 
however, seems to be less than what is considered to be 
ideal. 
Based on the characterization of the press for Rela¬ 
tionship Dimensions, the composite of findings for the 
subscales in these dimensions renders the broad assessment 
that there seems to be a lesser push for the elements 
inherent in these dimensions within classrooms in which 
basic students are the inhabitants. Although the press 
for these dimensions seems to prevail to a greater extent 
in the two classes in which registered nurses are in 
attendance, that evident for one class is presumed to be 
less than preferred. 
These findings lend support for the statement rele¬ 
vant to the press represented by Relationship Dimensions. 
Therefore, it can be said that the level of the existing 
press in classes in this department is perceived to be 
somewhat wanting in its drive for student involvement. 
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teacher or student support and the expression o£ feelings 
of friendship. 
Another combination of subscales. Task Orientation 
and Competition, contributes to the interpretation of the 
press prevalent for the Personal Development Dimensions. 
Based on the higher mean scores for Form R, the press for 
these subscales, apparently, is stronger in classes in 
which basic students are in attendance than is the case in 
those for registered nurses. 
The characterization of the press for the subscale of 
Task Orientation lends the interpretation that there is 
more of a push for the adherence to and the completion of 
planned activities, presumably, in classes for basic stu¬ 
dents. On the other hand, classes in which registered 
nurses are the major characters can be said, more than 
likely, to offer less structure and more spontaneity. 
In addition, the difference between the mean scores 
for Forms R and I indicates that the prevailing press for 
the subscale of Task Orientation in four classes in which 
basic students are enrolled to be greater than that 
perceived to be ideal. Contrariwise, students in the two 
classes for registered nurses perceived the current press 
in their classes, apparently, to be less than what is con¬ 
sidered to be ideal. Also, three other classes in which 
predominantly basic students are inhabitants, seemingly. 
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perceive the existing press to be very close to whet they 
prefer. Therefore, it can be said that the prevailing 
press for this subscale, for the most part, does not meet 
with what students regard as ideal. 
Based on the higher mean scores for Form R for the 
Competition subscale in these dimensions, the press 
represented, likewise, seems to be more prominent in 
classes in which primarily basic students are enrolled. 
Because these mean scores are some of the highest for Form 
R, the press for this subscale, presumably, is perceived 
to be a prime source of press within these classrooms. 
Hence, taking in consideration the press represented by 
this subscale, it can be said that classes in which these 
students are occupants, apparently, foster a vying for 
grades and recognition. Furthermore, the drive for 
working hard to get good grades is another feature that is 
probably prevalent. 
Conversely, the mean scores for Form R for this sub¬ 
scale for classes for registered nurses are lower than 
those for classes for basic students. This suggests that 
the collective perceptions of students in these classes 
seem to confirm a lower existence of the press that is 
characteristic of this subscale in their classrooms. This 
finding is interpreted as, that in classes in which reg¬ 
istered nurses are the major audience, there seems to be 
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of a focus on grades and students competing with each 
other for recognition. In addition, the press for working 
hard to get good grades, more than likely, is not as 
strong. 
Also, the comparison of the means scores for Form R 
and I, leads to the observation that the existing press 
for the subscale of Competition for 5 out of 6 classes in 
which basic students were the inhabitants, apparently, is 
perceived to be greater than that they prefer. However, 
that prevalent in classes for registered nurses, seem¬ 
ingly, is perceived to more closely approximate what is 
presumed to be ideal. 
A conclusion drawn, then, is that the aggregate of 
press common to the Personal Development Dimensions, appar 
ently, is more prevalent in classes in which basic stu¬ 
dents are the major characters. Based on the press that 
is characterized by these dimensions, it seems that a 
strong push for personal development and self-enhancement 
prevails in these classrooms. However, classrooms in 
which registered nurses are members, for the most part, 
tends to present a lesser press for these dimensions, thus 
lending the interpretation that these classes, seemingly, 
place a lesser emphasis on academic achievement and the 
attainment of predetermined goals. 
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In addition, the comparison of the mean scores for 
Forms R and I for these dimensions Indicates that both 
basic students and registered nurses perceive the existing 
press in their classrooms to not meet with what they 
regard as ideal. More specifically, because the scores 
for Form R are higher than those for Form I, it can be 
suggested that there is too much of a press for these 
dimensions in classes in which basic students are 
occupants and too little press for these dimensions in 
classes of registered nurses. Also, it is noted that the 
discrepancies in classes for registered nurses is greater 
than that in classes of primarily basic students. 
Likewise, the interpretation of the data pertinent to 
the System Maintenance Dimensions is based on the compila¬ 
tion of findings related to a group of subscales. Those 
subscales included are Order and Organization, Rule Clar¬ 
ity and Teacher Control. 
The push perceived to be more dominant for these 
dimensions, based on the higher mean scores for Form R, is 
that characteristic of the subscale of Order and Organiza¬ 
tion. This high level of press, seemingly, is generic to 
all classes in which basic students are enrolled. Accord¬ 
ing to the press represented by this subscale, there is 
support for the interpretation that classes in which basic 
students are occupants place a greater stress on order- 
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liness and politeness and teacher directed organization of 
assignments and classroom activities. 
In contrast, classes in which registered nurses are 
in attendance, mean scores for the subscale of Order and 
Organization for Form R are lower. This suggests that 
these classes are less structured and activities, more 
than likely are more teacher-directed. 
Also, since the mean scores for Forms R and I for 
this subscale are very close in value for two sophomore 
classes and in one section of a senior level class in 
which mostly basic students are residents, the level of 
the press evident for the subscale of Order and Organiza¬ 
tion can be said to be perceived to be close to ideal. 
However, the existing degree of press in the other six 
classes, apparently, is less than what is preferred. 
Likewise, the higher mean scores for Form R indicate 
that the press for the subscale of Rule Clarity which is 
germane to these dimensions, seemingly, is regarded by 
students in classes in which basic students are occupants 
to be more prominent than is the case for classes in which 
registered nurses are the primary students. Also, the 
characterization of the press pertinent to the subscale of 
Rule Clarity for setting a clear set of rules for which 
students understand the consequences for infractions and 
the consistency with which offenders are dealt, can be 
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said to prevail more in classes in which basic students 
are in attendance, as well as in one class in which re¬ 
gistered nurses are the primary occupants. 
Furthermore, the comparison of the mean scores for 
Forms R and I suggest that students’ perceptions of the 
press that is representative of the subscale of Rule 
Clarity is less than what is considered to be ideal for 
all nine classes. This disparity in perceptions between 
what exists and what is desired, seemingly, is more 
pronounced for classes in which registered nurses are the 
sole inhabitants. 
Based on the means scores for Form R, the degree of 
press evident for the subscale of Teacher Control is 
perceived not to be as dominant a force as that for other 
subscales within classes in this department. In addition, 
a more definitive explanation of the findings that is 
derived from the description of the press for this sub¬ 
scale might be that there is more of a tendency for 
leniency in the enforcement of rules and punishment in 
classes in this department. Also, a limited number of 
rules and the slim chance of getting into trouble, ap¬ 
parently, is a common phenomenon in all classes. 
Because the mean scores for Form I are generally 
higher, it seems that students' perceptions of the press 
inherent to the subscale of Teacher Control is that it is 
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less than what is preferred by students in most classes. 
Those classes for which this is an exception are one sec¬ 
tion of a junior and senior level class with mean scores 
for Forms R and I very close in value. Another exception 
is one senior level class in which basic students are 
essentially the inhabitants with a mean score for Form R 
that is higher than that for Form I. This seems to 
indicate that the degree of press perceived by students in 
the one section of a junior and the senior level class is 
comparable with their views of what should exist in the 
ideal social environments of their classrooms. However, 
perceptions of students of the existing press for this 
subscale in one section of a senior level class, seems to 
be that it prevails to a greater degree than that 
perceived to be ideal. 
The overall interpretation of the prevalence of the 
press for System Maintenance Dimensions is that it is more 
pronounced, apparently, in classes in which a greater 
portion of the residents are basic students. Based on the 
characterization of the press for these dimensions, it is 
reasoned that a prevailing drive in these classes, seem¬ 
ingly, is to maintain orderliness and organization and to 
set into motion those practices that would support this 
end. On the other hand, it can be said that this situa¬ 
tion is less likely to be evident in classes for regis- 
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tered nurses. Presumably, these classes are more unstruc¬ 
tured in nature, suggesting a more frequent Introduction 
Of unplanned activities. 
The constrasting of mean scores for Forms R and I, 
indicates that the existing press for these dimensions' 
prevails at a slightly lower level than that considered to 
be ideal for classes of predominantly basic students. 
However, the discrepancy between the mean scores for 
classes for registered nurses is greater than that for the 
other classes. Consequently, it can be said that the 
press for these dimensions in these classes is less than 
what is preferred. 
The performance of students' on Forms R and I for the 
System Change Dimension is interchangeable with students' 
performances on the subscale of Innovation. A lack of a 
dominance for the press for this subscale is evident by 
low mean scores for Form R for all classes in which basic 
students are in attendance. According to the character¬ 
ization of the press for these dimensions, a reasonable 
assumption, then, is that traditional teaching strategies 
such as lecturing are likely to be the more prominent 
instruction in classes in which basic students are the 
primary characters. This probably is accompanied by 
teacher-directed assignments and activities. 
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The opposite 
registered nurses 
for Form R suggest 
evidence a greater 
activities and the 
seems to be true for classes in which 
are the occupants. The higher scores 
that the climate for these classes 
drive for experimentation with new 
encouragement of student generated 
projects . 
Also, the disparity noted between the mean scores for 
Forms R and I for classes in which basic students are 
predominantly enrolled, indicates that their perceptions 
of what exists and what is regarded as ideal for the press 
for the subscale of Innovation in all classrooms, is less 
than desired. On the other hand, the closeness in values 
for mean scores for Forms R and I in classes for regis¬ 
tered nurses, lends the interpretation that the press for 
this subscale is perceived to be nearer to what is con¬ 
sidered to be ideal. 
Therefore, the translation of the prevalence of the 
press for this subscale or the System Change Dimension in 
classrooms in this department is, less press than what is 
considered to be ideal is more prevalent in classes in 
which basic students are enrolled. Based on the charac¬ 
terization of the press for these dimensions, a logical 
conclusion is that a press for variety and innovation 
tends to be more wanting in classroom milieus in which 
basic students are the major cast in this department. 
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The overall generalization of students' perception of 
the degree of press evident in classes in this department 
1° that the PreSS £or 3 out °£ 9 subscales. Task Orienta¬ 
tion, Competition and Order and Organization, for Form R 
in classes in which basic students are the primary occu- 
pants, illustrate remarkable similarities. Also, the pre¬ 
valent press for the subscales of Involvement, Affilia¬ 
tion, Teacher Support, Rule Clarity and Teacher Control, 
seemingly, is more similar than different in these class¬ 
rooms. However, the level of press for the subscale of 
Innovation is found to be somewhat more varied from class 
to class . 
The existence of the press in classrooms in which 
registered nurses are the primary inhabitants is perceived 
to be manifested at levels comparable with that prevalent 
in classes in which basic students are the major audience 
for three subscales. Involvement, Affiliation and Teacher 
Support. However, the press dominant for the other six 
subscales seems to be more at variance with classes for 
basic students. There is more agreement, however, among 
the perceptions of students in classes for registered 
nurses regarding the degree of the existing press for 
these subscales in their classrooms. Hence, it is sug¬ 
gested that the level of press, perceived to be prominent 
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in classes in which 
wnicn registered nurses are in attendance is 
unique to those classrooms. 
In addition, a statement that seems apropos con¬ 
cerning students' perceptions pertinent to an ideal social 
environment is that they were in greater agreement regard¬ 
ing the level of press that is considered to be preferred 
for 6 out of 9 subscales. Subscales for which students' 
perceptions are more varied regarding what is perceived to 
be ideal are Competition, Teacher Control and Innovation. 
Likewise, the general findings pertaining to the 
discrepancies between students' perceptions of the dimen¬ 
sions of the social environments of their classrooms in 
this department suggest that the existing press does not 
measure up to what is perceived to be ideal. The degree 
of discrepancy between perceptions seems to be more prom¬ 
inent for Relationship and System Change Dimensions. 
Therefore, the overall results indicate that there is 
disparity between what students perceived to exist and 
what they regard as preferred for the subunits, as well as 
the total social environment in their classrooms. These 
findings lend support for the first hypothesis, "there are 
discrepancies between students' perceptions of real and 
ideal social environments of classrooms." 
To summarize, major findings are that the greatest 
discrepancy between perceptions are found for the press 
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for the subscales of Involvement and Innovation for 
classes in which there are primarily basic students. 
However, in classes for registered nurses the greatest 
discrepancy between what is perceived to exist and what is 
considered to be ideal is for the press for the subscales 
of Task Orientation, Order and Organization and Rule 
Clarity. Also, the greatest discrepancy between percep¬ 
tions of what is actual and what is preferred for the 
press for dimensions is found for Relationship and System 
Change Dimensions. In addition, an unanticipated finding 
was the discrete differences in the press in classes pri¬ 
marily for basic students and registered nurses for the 
subscales of Task Orientation, Order and Organization and 
Rule Clarity. 
Associations of Discrepancies in Perceptions with Grari»« 
and Aae 
The overall production of r values from employing 
students as the units of analyses evidences a proportion¬ 
ately greater number (58%) of negative r values for the 
correlation of the discrepancy between students' scores 
for Forms R and I for dimensions and total scores with 
final numerical grades in classes in which they are 
enrolled. These correlations produced low to moderate 
associations which are, for the most part, not statis¬ 
tically significant. These negative correlations, though 
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ons in the 
not statistically significant, offered associati 
direction proposed by the hypothesis. Inasmuch as these 
correlations did yield a slightly greater proportion of 
negative r values, it might be said that there seems to be 
a slightly greater prevalence of low to moderate associa¬ 
tions of higher academic achievement with a lower discrep¬ 
ancy between students' perceptions of the existing press 
for some dimensions and in some cases the total press for 
the social environment of their classrooms. 
On the other hand, those correlations that are posi¬ 
tive produced for a sophomore class and one section of a 
junior level class, lend the translation that there are 
low to moderate associations between the greater the 
discrepancy in students' perceptions of real and ideal 
social environments for the four dimensions and the total 
environment the higher their final grades in these 
classes. Likewise, 3 out 5 of the r values for the other 
sophomore class and 4 out of 5 of the r values for the 
other section of the junior level class, evidence positive 
associations. Therefore, it can be said that for a great¬ 
er portion of these correlations, there are low associa¬ 
tions between discrepancies in students' perceptions of 
some dimensions and total scores with their final grade in 
these classes. 
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ons generated Since the general review of correlati 
from using students as the units of analyses evidences 
mixed results, the second hypothesis, "students in nursing 
with a smaller amount of discrepancy between their percep¬ 
tions of real and ideal social environments of classrooms 
have greater academic achievement than those students who 
have a greater amount of discrepancy between their percep¬ 
tions of real and ideal social environments of class- 
rooms," is not supported. However, it can be said that a 
slightly greater portion of the correlations are signed in 
the direction indicated by the hypothesis. 
Correlations exploring the same relationships using 
classes as the units of analyses, to determine if there 
was a difference in the magnitude of the associations, 
rendered positive, high to very high associations. These 
are interpreted as, the greater the mean discrepancy 
between scores for total scores and for two dimensions. 
Personal Development and System Maintenance, the higher 
the final mean numerical mean grades will be for classes 
in this department. These findings represent stronger 
associations than those from using students as units of 
analyses. 
Also, other correlations investigated using students 
as the units of analyses to examine the association of age 
with the discrepancy between scores for dimensions and 
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total scores rendered low to moderate, both positive and 
negative associations. These are translated as, there are 
low to moderate associations between the discrepancies of 
students' perceptions of the dimensions and the total 
components of the social environment of their classrooms 
with their ages. 
Contrariwise, the employment of classes as the units 
of analyses to examine the same correlations with age 
yielded 4 out of 5, high to very high positive associa¬ 
tions. These findings suggest that there is a strong 
association between mean ages and the amount of the mean 
discrepancy reported per class. Therefore, it can be 
said, the greater the mean age, the greater the mean 
discrepancy between students' scores for most dimensions 
and total scores. Likewise, the associations are stronger 
for classes than those for students as units of analyses. 
In addition, using students as the unit of analysis 
to investigate the relationship between students' ages and 
their final grades in the classes in which they were en¬ 
rolled produced predominantly low to moderate, positive 
associations. These findings suggests that there is a low 
to moderate association between the older the student, 
the higher their grades in these classes. 
Also, using classes as the unit of analysis to 
explore the same correlation, produced a r value of .904, 
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statistically significant at .001. This suggests that 
there is a strong association for classes in this 
department of the hiah#»r m 
tnC nigher the mean age, the higher the mean 
grade. Again this association is stronger than that for 
using students as units of analyses. 
Eerspnallty,. Types and Variance Amnnq Pgrf.»pfl 
Inasmuch as the functions of sensing and feeling are 
more frequently exercised for extroverted and introverted 
orientations and dominant and auxiliary functions for a 
greater proportion of students in this department, it can 
be said that functions prevalent for the personality types 
in this department are more alike than different. Based 
on the descriptions of these functions provided in Appen¬ 
dix B, it is suggested that students in this department 
would prefer working with known facts more than looking 
for possibilities and climates that support affiliations 
with others. Likewise, it would seem that personal values 
and concern for others, probably greatly influence their 
decision making. 
The disparity noted from the comparison of means 
rendered from the one-way analysis of variance from the 
grouping of students' scores for Form R and the discrep¬ 
ancies between students' scores for Forms R and I for 
dimensions and total scores according to their personality 
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yp s, is presumed to represent the degree of difference 
that Is related to the nuances In their personality 
types. Also, it can be said since the F values are found 
not to be statistically significant, that the variance 
among the perceptions of different personality types, does 
not seem to indicate unique levels of discrepancies for 
the specific personality types within each class. This 
being the case the third hypothesis, "there is an associa¬ 
tion among nursing students* discrepancies between their 
perceptions of real and ideal social environments of class¬ 
rooms and their personality types," is not supported. 
Likewise, P values produced from the one-way analysis 
of scores for Form R clustered according to personality 
types, even though not statistically significant, lend 
valuable findings. These results suggest that the Class- 
room Environment Scale can provide useful information 
pertaining to students' perceptions of the prevailing so¬ 
cial environments in their classrooms without undue in¬ 
fluence from their personality types. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Overview of the Ch*n«-»r 
This research offers knowledge of the discrepancies 
between the perceptions o£ students- in nursing of the real 
and ideal social environments of their classrooms that can 
be considered when planning curricula and teaching strat¬ 
egies. Furthermore, insight into milieu preferences of 
both traditional and nontraditional students in this de¬ 
partment lends information that can be examined with the 
aim of supporting scholastic performance. Moreover, the 
results provide a beginning point for the examination of 
the differences in what exists for the social environments 
of classrooms and what is preferred. 
Likewise, the analysis of the discrepancies between 
students' perceptions of actual and preferred social envi¬ 
ronments of classrooms as they pertain to their person¬ 
ality types highlights the fact that a major portion of the 
students are more alike than different. This being the 
case, a broad picture of the preference of a greater pro¬ 
portion of the students for taking in information and mak¬ 
ing decisions is afforded. This profile of the students 
renders information that can be beneficial to faculty plan¬ 
ning teaching activities. 
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in this chapter, a compendium of the results, 
that are generalise only to this department, of the 
interrelatedness of academic achievement and the social 
environments of classrooms is provided. Also, suggested 
relationships among personality types and students' per¬ 
ceptions of the discrepancy between the real and ideal 
social environments of their classrooms are offered. m 
addition, the implications of these findings are linked to 
the theoretical framework and findings reported in similar 
research. 
Moreover, this chapter is organized to begin with a 
summary which includes the purpose of this study, a review 
of the methodology employed and a synopsis of the results 
generated. Next, conclusions based on the interpretation 
of the findings are outlined and are used as the basis for 
projecting immediate and long range implications for the 
education of nurses. Finally, recommendations for further 
research are delineated. 
8uMmarv 
Purpose of the Study 
This research was designed to explore three factors 
related to the discrepancies between nursing students' per¬ 
ceptions of real and ideal social environments of class¬ 
rooms. These were: 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
the nature of the discrepancy between nursing stu¬ 
dents' perceptions of the real and ideal social 
environments of their classrooms. 
differences between the academic performance of 
nursing students whose perceptions of the real and 
ideal social environments of their classrooms are 
congruent with those students evidencing disparity 
among their perceptions of the real and ideal so¬ 
cial environments of their classrooms, 
the relationship among nursing students' discrep¬ 
ancies between their perceptions of the real and 
ideal social environments of their classrooms and 
their personality types. 
Methodology 
Two Instruments, Forms R and I of the Classroom Envi¬ 
ronment Scale (Moos & Trickett, 1974) were used to assess 
the actual and preferred social environments of class¬ 
rooms. In addition, a third instrument, the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator, Form F, (Briggs & Myers, 1976) was used 
to determine students' four letter personality types. 
These tools were administered in classes to students 
who were enrolled in required courses in nursing and who 
volunteered to participate. Final numerical grades in 
these required courses were acquired from teachers and 
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students' four letter personality type were confirmed by 
students to match with their perceptions of their person- 
ality types. 
The first step In analyzing data for this research 
Involved determining the raw scores for subscales, dimen¬ 
sions and total scores for Forms R and I, as well as the 
discrepancy between them. This discrepancy was deter¬ 
mined by subtracting the lesser raw scores for dimen- 
sions, subscales and total scores from the greater raw 
scores for each of these entities. Then, the mean scores 
for Forms R and I and discrepancy were determined for 
each class. The differences in the prevalent degree of 
press for subscales and dimensions was determined by com¬ 
paring low and high mean scores and was reported as of 
less or more of a characteristic assigned to the dimen¬ 
sions or the subscales subsumed within them for each 
class . 
Also, the discrepancy between the raw scores for 
Forms R and I for dimensions and total scores were used 
in correlations with final numerical grades for each of 
the courses and age, using both students and classes as 
units of analyses. Likewise, the same grades were cor¬ 
related with age. 
In addition, a one-way analysis of variance was 
employed to analyze the raw scores generated for Form R 
and the discrepancies between students’ raw scores for 
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Forms R and I, organized according to students' four let¬ 
ter personality types. Only scores for confirmed person- 
ality types were included. 
Results 
Data rendered to examine the first hypothesis, 
"there are discrepancies between nursing students' per¬ 
ceptions of real and ideal social environments of class¬ 
rooms," produced findings evidencing disparity between 
mean raw scores for parallel subscales and dimensions and 
total scores for Forms R and I. There were nine sub¬ 
scales, Involvement, Affiliation, Teacher Support, Task 
Orientation, Competition, Order and Organization, Rule 
Clarity, Teacher Control and Innovation. Also, four 
dimensions were involved. They were Relationship, Per¬ 
sonal Development, System Maintenance and System Change. 
The discrepancies between the mean scores for these sub¬ 
scales and dimensions and the total scores are analogous 
to discrepancies between students' perceptions of the 
real and ideal social environments of their classrooms. 
Thus this hypothesis was supported. 
Other major findings related to the data from the 
mean raw scores for Forms R and I were: 
1. perceptions of students of the existing degree 
of press in classrooms in which primarily bas- 
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2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
iC students were enrolled were similar for 8 out 
of 9 subscales. These subscales were Involve¬ 
ment, Affiliation, Teacher Support, Task Orien¬ 
tation, Competition, Order and Organization, 
Rule Clarity and Teacher Control. 
perceptions of students of the existing degree 
of press for the subscale of Innovation in 
classes in which primarily basic students were 
enrolled varied from class to class, 
perceptions of students of the existing degree 
of press in classrooms for registered nurses 
were similar to that in classes in which pri¬ 
marily basic students were enrolled for three 
subscales, Involvement, Affiliation and Teacher 
Support. 
perceptions of students of the existing press in 
classes for registered nurses were similar for 
six subscales. Involvement, Teacher Support, 
Task Orientation, Competition, Order and Organ¬ 
ization and Innovation. 
perceptions of students in all classes of what 
constituted an ideal social environment were sim¬ 
ilar for 6 out of 9 subscales. They were In¬ 
volvement, Affiliation, Teacher Support, Task 
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6. 
Orientation, Order and Organization and Rule 
Clarity. 
perceptions of students of preferred levels of 
press for the subscales of Competition, Teacher 
Control and Innovation varied from class to 
class . 
7. perceptions of students in classes for regis¬ 
tered nurses of the existing level of press for 
Relationships Dimensions to be greater than that 
perceived to exist in classes in which primarily 
basic students were enrolled. 
8. perceptions of students in classes in which pri¬ 
marily basic students were enrolled of the press 
for Personal Development and System Maintenance 
Dimensions to be greater than that perceived to 
exist in classes for registered nurses. 
9. perceptions of students in classes in which pri¬ 
marily basic students were enrolled of a less 
dominant press for Relationship Dimensions that 
is perceived to be less than ideal. 
10. perceptions of students in classes in which 
registered nurses are enrolled of a less domi¬ 
nant press for Personal Development and System 
Maintenance Dimensions that is perceived to be 
less than than ideal. 
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The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient 
employing students as the unit of analysis, was used to’ 
investigate a second hypothesis, -students in nursing 
with a smaller amount of discrepancy between their 
perceptions of real and ideal social environments of 
classrooms have greater academic achievement than those 
students who have a greater amount of discrepancy between 
their perceptions of real and ideal social environments 
of classrooms Using students as the unit of analysis, 
correlation of the discrepancy between scores for Forms R 
and I for dimensions and total scores with final 
numerical grades in courses produced the following: 
1* coefficients for 5 out of 9 classes evidencing 
low to moderate negative associations for corre¬ 
lations of the discrepancy between scores for 
dimensions and total scores with final numeri¬ 
cal grades, suggesting a low to moderate asso¬ 
ciation of the lower the discrepancy between 
students' perceptions of the real and ideal so¬ 
cial environment for the dimensions and the 
total environment of their classrooms, the high¬ 
er their grades. 
2. coefficients for 2 out of 9 classes evidencing 
low positive and negative associations for the 
correlations of the discrepancy between scores 
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for dimensions and total scores with final nu¬ 
merical grades, suggesting no clear cut pattern 
of associations between the discrepancy between 
students' perceptions of the real and ideal so¬ 
cial environment for dimensions and the total 
environment of their classrooms and their 
grades. 
3. coefficients for 2 out of 9 classes evidencing 
low to moderate positive associations for the 
correlations of the discrepancy between scores 
for dimensions and total scores with final nu¬ 
merical grades, suggesting the higher the dis¬ 
crepancy between students' perceptions of the 
real and ideal social environment for dimensions 
and the total environment of their classrooms, 
the higher their grades. 
Because the findings for these correlations are so mixed, 
there is no clear interpretation of these data. Like¬ 
wise, the second hypothesis was not supported. 
Also, the investigation of the same correlations 
using classes as the unit of analysis produced high to 
very high positive associations between the mean dis¬ 
crepancy between scores for Personal Development and 
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System Maintenance Dimensions and total scores with mean 
grades for classes in this department. 
In addition, exploration of other correlations 
rendered the following results: 
1. low associations between the age of students 
with the discrepancy between their perceptions 
of the real and ideal social environments of 
their classrooms. 
2. high to very high associations between the mean 
discrepancy for Personal Development, System 
Maintenance and System Change Dimensions and 
total scores with mean ages for classes in this 
department. 
3. low to moderate associations between higher 
grades in the courses in which students were 
enrolled and the older the student. 
very high associations between high mean grades 
with high mean ages for classes in this depart¬ 
ment . 
Findings generated from students' performances on 
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator account for the assign¬ 
ment of all 16 of the possible four letter personality 
types to students in this department. Other findings 
related to these data were: 
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1. at least 50% of the 
2. 
„ WJ. ine personality types indicated 
by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator were repre- 
sented in each class. 
the more prevalent dominant and auxiliary func¬ 
tions and the more preferred functions for the 
outer and inner orientations exercised by stu¬ 
dents in this department were sensing and feel¬ 
ing . 
The examination of the third hypothesis, ’'there is an 
association among nursing students' discrepancies between 
their perceptions of real and ideal social environments of 
classrooms and their personality types," was carried out 
by using a one-way analysis of variance to explore the 
differences in the discrepancy between the mean raw scores 
for Forms R and I grouped according to personality types. 
However, the F values produced were not statistically 
significant, hence, this hypothesis was not supported. 
In addition, findings from the one-way analysis of 
variance of the raw scores for Form R grouped by the same 
personality types were that the data generated were not 
statistically significant. This suggests that students' 
personality types did not seem to be related to their 
performance on Form R. 
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Conclusions 
Although, there is an apparent greater share of common 
press perceived to be ideal by both basic students and reg¬ 
istered nurses, a dualistic system evidencing a variance in 
the existing press in these classes seemed to be preva- 
ent. Therefore, based on the characterization of the press 
for subscales and dimensions, certain basic assumptions 
about the difference in these two set of classes are made. 
One basic assumption is that in the classes in which basic 
students were the primary occupants, students more than 
likely, perceived them to be more business-like with very 
little teacher-directed fraternization occurring. Another 
is that classes in which registered nurses were the major 
residents were perceived by students to be more personable 
and flexible, with faculty encouragement to test out new 
and different options. 
Also, another general statement that might be made is 
that classes for both sets of students placed a greater 
emphasis on press for some dimensions, while directing a 
lower level of attention to the press in others. It 
appeared as though the faculty in this department offered 
learning environments for basic students that were more 
teacher-directed with activities carefully controlled, 
while focusing a lesser degree of attention to innovative 
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activities. 
would seem that a pop- 
On the other hand, it 
ular practice by faculty for registered nurses was to 
provide learning environments that were more student- 
oriented or evidencing more of a "hands off policy" 
regarding the control of student activities and the firm 
establishment of activities, while placing a lesser empha¬ 
sis on structure and the accomplishment of pre-planned 
activities. It is thought that this, perhaps, is attrib¬ 
uted to teachers’ understanding of the appropriateness of 
certain learning environments for basic students and 
registered nurses. 
Based on the discrepancies between students’ scores 
for Forms R and I, it would seem that neither of these 
classroom environments are met with total approval. The 
findings from other research suggest (Moos, 1973) that a 
balanced blending of all of the dimensions of the social 
environments of classrooms contribute to student satis¬ 
faction and in some cases academic achievement. More 
important, studies conducted by other researchers, (Byrne, 
Hattie & Fraser, 1986; Deyoung, 1977; Fraser & Fisher, 
1983; Fraser & Rentoul, 1980; Nielsen and Moos, 1978; 
Rentoul & Fraser, 1980; Rich & Bush, 1978) reported find¬ 
ings indicating a link between the social personal-envi¬ 
ronment fit of classrooms and learning outcomes. Hence 
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It is assumed that the discrepancy noted between students- 
perceptions in this department is of some importance. 
However, the results from this study are not con¬ 
gruent with those from prior research in that significant 
associations of higher discrepancies between students' 
perceptions of actual and preferred social environments of 
classrooms and lower academic outcomes were not evident. 
In an effort to understand this disparity, the data were 
examined to determine if a pattern related to the combina¬ 
tion of mean scores for subscales and dimensions, the mean 
discrepancy and the coefficients existed. This produced 
the observation that there seemed to be a pattern related 
to the degree of satisfaction with the prevailing press for 
Relationship and Personal Development Dimensions in some 
classrooms in this department and the significance of the 
correlations with grades. For instance, classes evidencing 
a greater portion of positively signed correlations for the 
discrepancy between scores for dimensions and total scores 
with final numerical grades evidenced a stronger press for 
the Personal Development Dimensions than other classes and 
a lesser degree of discrepancy between their perceptions of 
what is considered ideal for this press. This occurred in 
combination with a weaker press for Relationship Dimensions 
and a greater disparity between students perceptions of the 
ideal press for these dimensions for most of these classes. 
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Conversely, classes that exhibited a greater number of 
negatively signed associations, evidenced, a mixed profile 
of dissatisfaction with the press prevailing for these 
dimensions. Some of the disenchantment seemed to be due to 
a greater discrepancy between their perceptions for the 
press for the Personal Development Dimensions and a strong¬ 
er and more satisfying press for Relationship Dimensions. 
Another profile was a weaker press or egually moderate 
press for both dimensions with a moderate to high displeas¬ 
ure with the existing press for the Personal Development 
Dimensions or for both Relationship and Personal Develop- 
ment Dimensions. 
The results related to the dominance of positive and 
negative associations lead to several questions. One per¬ 
tinent to the positive associations is. Does the dominant 
press in classrooms in this department supersede students' 
personal needs? Another is. Is the discrepancy prevalent 
between students perceptions of real and ideal social envi¬ 
ronments of their classrooms not critical to their academic 
achievement? 
In the search for answers, it is determined that find¬ 
ings evidenced for classes with a greater portion of nega¬ 
tive associations does not lend support to the quandry of 
the degree of the discrepancy between perceptions of the 
press for real and ideal social environments not being re- 
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latea to academic achievement. Therefore, the first ques¬ 
tion of a forceful press leadinq all of its occupants to a 
similar performance seemed to be a more fruitful route to 
explore. This line of questioning is reinforced from re¬ 
search conducted by Walberg <1972, examining a hypothesis 
of Bloom's asserting that powerful environments influence 
their inhabitants to change in uniform ways. Also, the 
notion of individuals modifying their personal systems to 
accommodate an existing environmental press was another 
perspective put forth by Moos (1973), that lends credence 
to this stance. Hence, the explanation of a powerful press 
outstripping students' person needs, seems to be reason¬ 
able one. 
In addition, the employment of classes as the unit of 
analysis produced positive high to very high associations 
for correlations for the mean discrepancy between scores 
for Personal Development and System Maintenance Dimen¬ 
sions and the mean total scores. Since the press for the 
subscales of Task Orientation and Competition make up the 
Personal Development Dimensions and were a dominant force 
in a greater portion of the classes in this department, the 
answer to the aforementioned question of the relationship 
between a dominant press in classrooms and the behavior of 
students is somewhat inferred. 
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Also, the second point of inquiry related to the level 
of discontinuity between students' perceptions of real and 
Ideal social environments not being crucial to achievement, 
does have some merit. This researcher offers, since the 
degree of the interaction between academic achievement and 
environmental variables is not known, it is likely that the 
interplay between these two factors do influence to some 
extent, the levels of academic performance and is open to 
further investigation. 
Also, it is presumed, from using students as the unit 
of analysis, that the ages of the students have very little 
to do with their perceptions of what existed and what they 
would have liked to prevail within the social environments 
of their classrooms. In contrast, using classes as the 
unit of analysis for the correlations of the discrepancy 
between scores for dimensions and total scores with age 
rendered predominantly positive, high to very high associ¬ 
ations. Questions that arise regarding the latter findings 
are: Are older students in this department better able or 
more willing to express their lack of enchantment with the 
social environments of their classrooms and are they more 
certain about their likes and dislikes as they pertain to 
the social environments of their classrooms? The exam¬ 
ination of the data from this research has lead the re¬ 
searcher to the conclusion that speculations regarding 
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these findings are difficult and next to impossible to make 
from the current results. Since there was a greater dis¬ 
crepancy between students' perceptions of the real and 
Ideal social environment in classrooms in which older 
students who were registered nurses were enrolled, it is 
allowed that there does seem to be an association between 
older students and higher discrepancy scores. 
Also, it would seem that there might be a strong asso¬ 
ciation between the the older the student and higher grades 
in classes in this department. How this is related to 
students' academic achievement is not clear. A point of 
quandary in relationship to these findings that seems to be 
fitting is: What is the relationship between the social 
environments of classrooms, academic achievement and older 
students? 
In addition, the difference in the strength of the 
associations from the use of different units of analysis 
seems to follow the assertions outlined by Fraser (1981) of 
a position taken by Robinson and Walberg and Haertel 
(1979). It is offered that there could be a difference in 
the magnitude and the signing of the associations when 
different units of analyses are employed. In this research 
students as the unit of analysis yielded low to moderate 
both positive and negative signed associations. On the 
other hand, using classes as the unit of analyses produced 
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predominantly high to very high positively slgned assocla. 
trons. These results are congruent with those suggested as 
being the outcome from the employment of different units of 
analyses. 
Because the findings related to the F values produced 
from the one-way analysis of the variance among students' 
scores for dimensions and total scores grouped by their 
personality types were not statistically significant, it is 
assumed that the unique nuances specific to students' 
personalities are not associated with their perceptions of 
the social environments of their classrooms. This seems to 
suggest that Form R was useful in the assessment of the 
social environments of classrooms in this department. 
Likewise, a plausible explanation offered for the lack 
of statistically significant F values being rendered from 
the one-way analysis of the variance of the discrepancy 
between scores for dimensions and total scores among 
personality types is that the disparity among students 
perceptions of real and ideal social environments of 
classrooms were in areas not specifically related to the 
unique characteristics of the four letter personality types 
of students enrolled within them. Also, it is suggested, 
that the lack of a significant variance in the discrepancy 
between scores among students is attributed to students 
being more alike than different. Therefore, the dissonance 
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found In the perceptions of real and Ideal social environ¬ 
ments of classrooms, more than likely, indicated equal 
concern for and importance of these features in classrooms 
for the composite of personality types residing in them. 
Also, the supposition of students being more alike 
than different in the same majors appears to be supported 
by findings evidencing the popularity of the same dominant 
and auxiliary functions for students in this department 
from class to class. In addition, sensing and feeling were 
the more frequently operationalized functions as outer and 
inner orientations. 
Futhermore, these results are in line with theories 
posited by Stern (1970). Is was argued that students' 
self-select colleges or departments with an environmental 
press that more closely matches with their unique person¬ 
alities. Therefore, the shared perceptions of what is con¬ 
sidered to be an acceptable level of press for subscales 
and dimensions could very well be the results of the 
influence of the collective personality types. This seems 
to be substantiated by the common agreement of the pre¬ 
ferred level of press for certain subscales. 
Likewise, it might be said that the areas of disagree¬ 
ment, possibly have as much to do with personality types as 
any other factor identified. Students in this department 
from class to class do not demonstrate the same level of 
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preference for the press for some subscales. The press 
representative of these subscales are those which do not 
closely match with the more desired functions for students 
in this department. More specifically students in this 
department, it would seem, would be more comfortable work¬ 
ing with known facts v.s. new ideas or working in a 
friendly supportive environment v.s. one that is competi¬ 
tive and impersonal. This assertion bodes well with the 
findings of a mixed preference for the press for the 
subscales of Competition and Innovation. 
Moreover, a greater variance among personality types 
than between the prevalent press of the social environments 
of classrooms was evident in this department. These re¬ 
sults are parallel to those generated by research conducted 
by Stern (1960, 1962), suggesting, students' personality 
types were more broadly distributed within colleges or 
departments than were the types of environmental press. 
Contribution to the Profession 
Even though the hypothesized relationship between the 
lack of congruency of students' perceptions of the social 
environment and academic achievement was not supported, 
useful information was provided. The explanation of this 
finding possibly being related to the relationship bet¬ 
ween intervening variables, such as the strength of the 
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press for certain subscales and dimensions, interacting 
the disparity between perceptions and students acade¬ 
mic performance and perhaps overriding personal needs, 
opens up other areas for exploration in future research. 
Other valuable information rendered from the research 
is related to how the Classroom Environment Scale, Form R 
can be used to determine the existing press for specific 
subscales and dimensions for social environments of class¬ 
rooms in higher education. Likewise, a way of comparing 
the scores for parallel subscales and dimensions for Forms 
R and I is provided so that insight into the nature of the 
match between what exists and what is preferred for social 
environments of classrooms can be gained. 
In addition, findings related to the major composi¬ 
tion of the personality types of this department and their 
compatibility with preferences for social environments 
afford additional information to be considered in planning 
class activities. Information pertaining to personality 
types of students in nursing in this department offers a 
general profile of students that can aid in the planning of 
learning activities to afford a better match with students' 
preferred approaches to taking in and judging information. 
Furthermore, this study adds credence to research 
pertaining to the person-environment fit. More impor¬ 
tantly, a stronger bridge to research investigating the fit 
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between students' perceDtion«: ^ , , perceptions of social environments of 
classrooms for students In higher education Is provided. 
Moreover, findings from this study provide Informa¬ 
tion that may be useful in the Initiation of a process to 
reconcile the disparity between students' perceptions of 
the real and Ideal social environments of their class¬ 
rooms. Inasmuch as this Is the case, strategies reviewed 
in Chapter II can serve as the impetus for the beginning 
of dialogue to sort out the more pressing changes Indi- 
cated. 
In the interim, obvious innovations requiring urgent 
attention are the provision of opportunities to improve 
the quality of the relationships among students and those 
between faculty and students. Likewise, increased stu¬ 
dent participation in the planning of class activities 
should be investigated. In addition, discussions around 
existing assumptions regarding the preferred social envi¬ 
ronments for classrooms for traditional and nontradi- 
tional students should ensue. 
Implications for New Directions 
There is growing evidence of a shortage of a supply of 
skilled professional nurses required to satisfy current 
needs. Some of the reasons given for this dilemma are a 
reduction in the number of students seeking enrollment in 
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programs, high attrition rates for those students who do 
select to attend and a greater demand for the services of 
these practitioners in a wider variety of health care 
settings. Likewise, there is pressure for state institu¬ 
tions in Massachusetts and more broadly, most institutions 
of higher education to stabilize their enrollment. 
It has been suggested that a reduction in the attri¬ 
tion rates can be accomplished by attracting applicants who 
are better prepared academically. Likewise, it is held, 
that an increase in the enrollment is more likely if stu¬ 
dents are recruited from a broader population which in¬ 
cludes the nontraditional student. 
One way of addressing this issue is to manipulate the 
learning environment to provide greater satisfaction for 
the diverse population that might be recruited. Moos 
(1973) offered that an orderly, personable environment will 
enhance academic achievement. The information rendered 
from this research can assist in the realization of this 
goal. 
In addition, this study presents a design that is easy 
to implement, but nonetheless yields an abundance of useful 
data. Likewise, the research methodology is not discipline 
or setting bound and can be implemented in most college 
settings and in a wide variety of disciplines. Also, this 
approach to research demonstrated minimum risks, if any. 
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but immeasurable 
gains. This type of research, then, lends 
the potential for the development of practical strategies 
that are easy to implement that offer the possibility of 
the enhancement of academic achievement and the general 
overall satisfaction of students with the academic and 
social environments of their classrooms. 
The projected outcome, then, is a more satisfied 
consumer and an increased attractiveness of nursing pro¬ 
grams. If students perceive the social environments of 
classes in a more favorable light, the anticipated results 
would be a reduction in attrition. In addition, congruent 
with theories presented by Moos (1973) and research con¬ 
ducted by others (Byrne, Hattie & Fraser, 1986; Deyoung, 
1977; Fraser & Fisher, 1983; Fraser & Rentoul, 1980; 
Nielsen and Moos, 1978; Rentoul & Fraser, 1980; Rich & 
Bush, 1978) and Fisher (1983) optimum academic achievement 
is a likely byproduct. This offers the promise for support 
for a consistently high performance and mastery of knowl¬ 
edge and skills. Therefore, the future benefit will be the 
introduction of an increased number of capable practi¬ 
tioners into the work force. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Although this research generated meaningful data it 
must be remembered that it was exploratory in nature involv- 
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1,19 3 narr°W POPUlatl°"- Hence, It represents preliminary 
research which provoked the consideration of the interac¬ 
tions of other variables contained within the social envi¬ 
ronments of classrooms and their relation to academic 
achievement. Since this is the case, a listing of areas 
for future exploration which are thought to be beneficial 
and offer the potential of yielding valuable data has been 
developed. Areas indicated are: 
1. replication of the study using a broader sample, 
in a variety of settings and in a wider geograph- 
ical area. 
2. investigation of the development of instruments 
designed specifically to assess the discontinuity 
between students perceptions of social environ¬ 
ments of post-secondary classrooms. 
3. refinement of the methodology to yield more pre¬ 
cise and useful data. 
4. investigation of the level of congruency or disso¬ 
nance between perceptions of real and ideal social 
environments of classrooms critical to academic 
achievement. 
5. examination of the association of learning styles 
and preferred social environments of classrooms. 
6. exploration of the association of the congruence 
of perceptions between real and ideal social 
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environments of classrooms and the retention of 
students. 
7. investigation of the association between the con- 
gruence of perceptions of real and ideal social 
environments of classrooms and the permanence and 
application of knowledge. 
8. examination of the association between combina¬ 
tions of variables and discrepancy between percep 
tions of real and ideal social environments of 
classrooms and academic achievement. 
9. exploration of short range and long term outcomes 
of strategies implemented to facilitate a better 
match between actual and preferred social environ 
ments of classrooms. 
The more reliable this type of research becomes in 
predicting outcomes and in the identification of individua 
needs of learners as they relate to their learning environ 
ments, the greater its value to educators in higher educa¬ 
tion. Likewise, the refinement of the methodology will 
assist in yielding significant data and the generation of 
new knowledge and insights relevant to the interactions of 
classroom environments and learning needs of college 
students . 
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appendix a 
Classroom Environment Scale 
Form I 
198 
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALE* 
FORM I 
instructions 
There are 90 statements in this booklet. Thev 
schooHJ*S ibout (hl9h school and junior high* 
?dh ? classrooms. They ask you what you think 
wh?ci CJa®®Ioon> «oul<J be like. You are to decide 
hich of these statements are true of an Ideal 
Classroom and which are false. 
an 
True - 
"True" 
Mark beside T whe 
or mostly "True" 
n you think the statement 
of an ideal classroom. 
is 
False - 
"False" 
Mark beside F when you think the statement 
or mostly "False" of an ideal classroom. 
is 
Please be sure to answer every statement and make all 
your marks on the separate answer sheet. 
♦Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, 
Consulting Psychologists, Press, Inc., Palo Alto, Ca. 
94306, from The Classroom Environment Scale by Rudolf 
Moos and Edison Trickett, 1974. 
♦♦Deleted for this study. 
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1* Students will put a lot of energy into what they do here . 
Students in this class will get to k 
other really well. now each 
Almost all class time will be spent 
for the day. on the lesson 
5. Students won't feel pressured to compete here. 
6. This will be a well-organized class. 
7. There will be a clear set of rules for students 
to follow. 
8. There will be very few rules to follow. 
9. New ideas will always be tried out here. 
10. Students will daydream a lot in this class. 
11. Students in this class won't be very interested 
in getting to know other students. 
12. The teacher will take a personal interest in 
students. 
13. Students will be expected to stick to classwork 
in this class. 
14. Students will try hard to get the best grade. 
15. Students will almost always be quiet in this 
class . 
16. Rules in this class will seem to change a lot. 
17. If a students breaks a rule in this class, he 
will be sure to get in trouble. 
18. What student do in this class will be very 
different on different days. 
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19 . Students will often 
class. be "clockwatching" in this 
20. 
21. 
A lot of friendships will be made In this 
authority?1" WiU be m°re llke * £'£«nd tha 
class. 
n an 
22. 
23. 
We will 
student 
often spend 
activities 
more time discuss 
than class-related 
ing outside 
material. 
Some students will 
answer questions f always try to see who can irst. 
24. 
25. 
Students will fool around a lot in this class, 
studen^breaks'a "hat Wl11 ha^" ££ 3 
26. The teacher will not be very strict. 
27. New and different 
tried very often 
ways of teaching will not be 
in this class. 
28 . 
29 . 
Most students in this 
attention to what the 
class will really pay 
teacher is saying. 
It will be 
project. easy to get a group together for a 
30. The teacher will go out of his way to help 
students. 
31. Getting a certain amount of classwork done will 
be very important in this class. 
32. Students won’t compete with each other here. 
33. The class will often be in an uproar. 
34. The teacher will explain what the rules are. 
35. Students will be in trouble with the teacher for 
talking when they're not supposed to. 
36. The teacher will like students to try unusual 
projects . 
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37. 
38 . 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42 . 
43 . 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47 . 
48. 
49 . 
50. 
51. 
Very few students will take 
discussions or activities. 
part in 
Students will 
in this class 
enjoy working together 
Sometimes the teacher 
not knowing the right 
will embarrass 
answer. 
Students won't do 
A student's grade 
homework in late. 
much work in this 
will be lowered if 
class 
on projects 
students for 
class. 
he gets 
The teacher will hardly ever have to tell 
students to get back in their seats. ** 
rSLsehe-srJde! mak6 9 P°lnt °£ stickl"9 to the 
Students won't always have to stick to the rules 
in this class . 
Students will have very little to say about how 
class time is spent. 
A lot of students will "doodle" or pass notes. 
Students will enjoy helping each other with 
homework. 
This teacher will "talk down" to students. 
We usually will do as much as we set out to do. 
Grades will not be very important in this class. 
The teacher will often have to tell students to 
calm down. 
52. Whether or not students can get away with 
something will depend on how the teacher is 
feeling that day. 
53. Students will get in trouble if they're not in 
their seats when the class is supposed to start. 
♦♦Deleted for this study. 
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54 . The teacher will think 
students to do. up unusual projects for 
55. Students will sometimes present 
worked on to the class. something they've 
56 . Students will not have much of a chance 
know each other in this class. 
to get to 
5/" students want to talk about something this 
teacher will find time to do it. 
58. If a student misses class for a couple of days, 
its will take some effort to catch up. 
59. Students here won't care about what grades the 
other students are getting. 
60. Assignments will usually be clear so everyone 
knows what to do. 
61. There will be set ways of working on things. 
62. It will be easier to get in trouble here than in 
a lot of other classes. 
63. Students will be expected to follow set rules in 
doing their work. 
64. A lot of students will seem to be only half awake 
during this class. 
65. It will take a long time to get to know everybody 
by his first name in this class. 
66. This teacher will want to know what students 
themselves want to learn about. 
67. This teacher will often take times out from the 
lesson plan to talk about other things. 
68. Students will have to work for a good grade in 
this class. 
69. This class will hardly ever start on time. 
70. In the first few weeks the teacher will explain 
the rules about what students can and cannot do 
in this class. 
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71. 
72. 
73. 
74. 
75. 
76 . 
77 . 
78 . 
79 . 
80 . 
81. 
82. 
83. 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88 . 
The teacher will put up wlth a good deal 
Students will be able to choose where 
L“4i„"tHWU! sometimes do extra work 
own in the class. 
they sit. 
on their 
There are groups 
in class. of students who won’t get along 
The teacher will not trust students. 
This class will be more a social hour 
place to learn something. than a 
Sometimes the class will break up 
compete with each other. into groups to 
Activities in this class will be clearly and 
carefully planned. 
Students won’t always be sure if something is 
against the rules or not. 
The teacher will kick a student out of class if 
he acts ups. 
Students will do the same kind of homework almost 
every day. 
Students will really enjoy this class. 
Some students in this class won't like each 
other. 
Students will have to watch what they say in this 
class. 
The teacher will stick to class work and won't 
get sidetracked. 
Students will usually pass if if they don't do 
much. 
Students won't interrupt the teacher when he's 
talking. 
The teacher will be consistent in dealing with 
students who break the rules. 
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89 . 
90. 
When the teacher makes a rule. he will 
In this class, students will 
up their own projects. be allowed 
mean it. 
to make 
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APPENDIX B 
Description of Personality Types 
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Sublunary of Description of PqIew 
Extraversion (E) 
world of people 
ideas . 
relate more easily to the outer 
and things than to the inner world of 
Introvers 
world of 
things. 
v.s 
ion (I) - relate more easily to the inner 
ideas than to the outer world of people and 
Sensing (^) rather work with known facts than look 
for possibilities and relationships. 
v.s 
iNtuition (N) - rather look for possibilities and 
relationships than work with known facts. 
Thinking (T) - base judgments more on impersonal 
analysis and logic than on personal values. 
v.s 
Feeling (F) - base judgments more on personal values 
than on impersonal analysis and logic. 
Judging (J) - like a planned, decided, orderly way of 
life better than a flexible, spontaneous way. 
v.s 
Perceptive (P) - like a flexible, spontaneous way of 
life better than a planned, decided, orderly way. 
Summarized from. Manual: A Guide to the Development 
and Use of the Myers-Briqgs Type Indicator (Myers & 
McCaulley, 1985). 
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Summary descriptions of Personality >es 
ISTJ - Practical, orderly, 
realistic and dependable/ matter-of-fact. logical, 
ISPJ - Thorough, painstaking, 
usually are not technical. 
accurate. Interests 
ISTP 
cause 
Exert 
Usually interested in impersonal 
and effect; how and why mechanical 
themselves no more than they think 
principles, 
things work. 
necessary. 
ISFP Usually do not care to lead but are often 
followers. Relaxed about getting things done. loyal 
INFJ - Succeed 
to do whatever 
into work. 
by perseverance, originality and desire 
is needed or wanted. Put best efforts 
INTJ - Usually have original minds and great drive 
their own ideas and purposes. for 
INFP Care about learning, ideas, language, and 
independent projects of their own. 
INTP - Enjoy theoretical or scientific subjects. 
Usually interested mainly in ideals. Tend to have 
sharply defined interests. 
ESTP - Dislike long explanations. Are best with real 
things that can be worked, handled, taken apart or put 
together . 
ESTJ - Not interested in subjects they see no use for, 
but can apply themselves when necessary. 
ESFP - Find remembering facts easier than mastering 
theories . 
BSFJ - Work best with encouragement and praise. 
Little interest in abstract thinking or technical 
subjects. Main interest is in things which directly 
and visibly affect people’s lives. 
208 
ENPP - Able to do most anything of interests t-n 
Often rely on their ability to improvise Instead Sf 
r easons*1? nr*1 ad^ance* Can usually find compelling 
rsdsons for whatever they want ^ 
ENFJ - Responsive and responsible, 
proposal or lead a group discussion 
tact. 
Can present a 
with ease and 
ENTP - Quick, ingenious 
Resourceful in solving 
but may neglect routine 
, good at many things, 
new and challenging probl 
assignments. 
ems / 
anything requiring reasoning 
and intelligent talk, such as public speaking. Are 
usually well-informed and enjoy adding to their fund 
of knowledge. 
Summarized from. Manual: A Guide to the Development 
and Use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers and 
McCaulley, 1985). 
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APPENDIX C 
Request for Access to 
Classrooms 
210 
letter to Teachers 
Dear Colleague, 
Research has indicated that students learn better if 
what happens in classrooms and what students believe 
shouid happen are congruent. For my dissertation I 
wiH be conducting an exploratory study to determine 
if students' perceptions of their real classroom envi¬ 
ronments are similar to their perception of their 
ideal classroom environments. Likewise, an investiga¬ 
tion of the relationship between the congruency of 
students' perceptions of the real and ideal classroom 
environments and academic achievement will be carried 
out. Finally, whether students with certain person¬ 
ality types have preferences for particular classroom 
environments will be explored. 
To collect these data, I would like to have access to 
students who are currently enrolled in required nurs¬ 
ing courses by levels. One class period will be need¬ 
ed. The instruments will be the Moos and Trickett 
Classroom Environment Scale Form R and I and the 
Myers/Briggs Type Indicator Form F. Form R of the 
Classroom Environment Scale will yield information on 
students' perceptions of the real classroom environ¬ 
ment, while Form I will generate data relevant to 
students' perceptions of the ideal classroom environ¬ 
ment. The Myers/Briggs Type Indicator Form F will be 
used to determine the personality types of students 
and academic achievement will by indicated by the 
final grade received in the course. 
I would appreciate it if you would share this informa¬ 
tion with your students and encourage them to partici¬ 
pate. I will contact you within the following weeks 
to negotiate a time, date and place to collect data. 
Thank you for the serious consideration that I know 
you will give my request. 
Sincerely, 
Sophia B. Harrell 
Doctoral Student 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
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APPENDIX D 
Instructions to Subjects 
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Statement to Stiid>nK 
Research has indicated that students learn better 
if what happens in classrooms and what students feel 
should happen in classrooms are congruent. i am doing 
research to determine if what really happens in class¬ 
rooms matches what you feel should happen. Also, I 
would like to determine if there is higher academic 
achievement if there is a greater match between what 
is and what students believe should occur. Finally, I 
would like to find out if there is a link between what 
you believe should happen in classrooms and your per¬ 
sonality type. 
By participating in this research, you will pro¬ 
vide me with information that will help In planning 
and organizing classroom activities. I would appreci¬ 
ate it if the whole class would participate. It would 
give me a better picture of what really is happening. 
However, participation is voluntary. 
All data collected will be kept confidential and 
reported anonymously. Please raise your hand indicat¬ 
ing your willingness to participate. Those who do not 
wish to be included may leave. 
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Permission Slip 
Sophia Harrell has my permission to secure my final 
numerical grade in_ 
(course) from my instructor to compare it with my 
scores on the Real and Ideal Classroom Environment 
Scales. 
Signature 
Date 
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Instructions for Administer \ nq 
Instrument-R 
You have received three different booklets. Each 
should have an answer sheet inserted. Also, a permis¬ 
sion slip should be inserted in the Myers/Briggs Per¬ 
sonality Indicator. You are to sign this slip so that 
I may get your final numerical grade in this course 
for the fall semester to compare it with the differ¬ 
ence in your scores on the Ideal and Real Classroom 
Environment Scales. 
The green booklet is the Real Classroom Environ¬ 
ment Scale. Your answers should reflect what you be¬ 
lieve was true about this class during the fall semes¬ 
ter. On the answer sheet place "R" for form and place 
the fall course number for grade and fall course name 
for classroom. Complete all of the other information 
requested. Your reply to the statements on the forms 
should be an "X" by a "T" or "F" in the box correspond¬ 
ing with the statement number. 
The smaller white booklet is the Ideal Classroom 
Environment Scale. "I" should be placed on the answer 
sheet for form. All other information requested is 
the same as for the Real Classroom Environment Scale 
answer sheet. Responses should represent what you 
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would have liked to have experienced In this class 
during the fall semester. 
The larger booklet is the personality type indica 
tor. Complete all o£ the information requested on the 
answer sheet. Respond to the statements without delib 
erating. Answers should be spontaneous and without 
much thought. 
Complete the Real Classroom Environment first, 
then the Ideal Classroom Environment, and the person- 
ality type indicator last. When you have completed 
the Real environment proceed to the remaining forms 
until they all have been completed. When you are 
finished, bring your material to me. After answers 
sheets have been checked to make sure that all the 
necessary inf or ma tion has been provided you will be 
free to leave. You will be notified when the results 
on the Myers/Briggs Personality Type Indicator are 
ready and arrangements will be made so that you may 
verify your personality type. 
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APPENDIX E 
Verification of Personality 
Types 
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3. HELP! HELP 1 HELPl HELP t HELP! 
1. Dear Student/ Graduate, 
To complete the analysis of the data for my re¬ 
search I urgently need you to verify that the 
personality type encircled more closely describes 
you than any other description given. if your 
answer is no, provide me with the initials of the 
type that is more descriptive of you. 
Your personality type is_ 
Please mail the self-addressed stamped card, 
complete with your signature, immediately. 
Thanks in advance for your cooperation. 
Sophia B. Harrell 
2. P.S. 
I cannot complete the analysis of my data if I 
do not receive this information. 
1. First mailing 
2. Second mailing 
3. Third mailing 
I 
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VERIFICATION caph 
The description of the personal! 
encircled more closely describes 
description given. Yes m0 
ty type listed and 
me than any other 
If your answer Is no, please provide me with the 
letters of the type that more closely describes you 
Initials 
Signature 
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APPENDIX F 
Variance Among 
Personality Types 
220 
Legend 
Dl-Relationship Dimensions 
D2-Personal Development Dimensions 
D3-System Maintenance Dimensions 
D4-System Change Dimension 
E-extroversion 
I-introversion 
S-sensing 
N-intuition 
T-thinking 
F-feeling 
J-judging 
P-perceptive 
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Type N 
Mean (Strt.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 8 22.3(5.0) 11.8(3.5) 
ESTP 2 19.0(8.5) 15.5(0.7) 
ESFJ 11 11.0(3.0) 16.3(2.2) 
ESTJ 2 14.5(2.1) 16.0(2.8) 
ENFJ 3 19.6(6.5) 17.3(3.1) 
ENFP 6 18.0(8.1) 16.0(2.4) 
I STJ 5 19.8(2.6) 17.2(1.7) 
I SFP 4 19.3(6.6) 13.8(1.0) 
I SFJ 5 22.6(3.9) 15.2(2.6) 
INTJ 3 19.0(2.7) 16.7(1.7) 
INFP 2 20.7(4.0) 14.7(0.6) 
21.5(5.3) 5.2(1.9) 61.1(9.6) 
19.5(0.7) 4.5(3.5) 57.5(12.0) 
20.3(5.4) 4.2(2.3) 61.0(9.4) 
15.5(6.4) 2.0(1.4) 48.0(4.2) 
20.3(3.1) 3.0(1.7) 58.0(1.7) 
19.7(5.9) 4.2(3.2) 58.3(8.2) 
21.2(2.3) 2.8(2.1) 61.0(5.6) 
18.5(3.3) 4.8(3.0) 56.3(8.7) 
20.6(3.6) 5.4(2.3) 63.8(9.2) 
17.0(8.0) 4.7(2.5) 55.3(12.9) 
18.0(6.6) 2.3(2.1) 55.7(5.7) 
Variance In Discrepancy Between Score* Xmnnq 
Personality Types: Class a 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std . ) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 8 4.0(3.6) 1.5(1.4) 2.1(2.0) 2.4(2.6) 7.9(11.9) 
ESTP 2 2.0(0.0) 1.0(0.0) 2.0(0.0) 0.5(0.7) 2.5(0.7) 
ESFJ 11 9.6(8.0) 2.6(4.0) 2.0(0.0) 0.5(0.7) 2.5(0.7) 
ESTJ 2 10.0(1.4) 4.0(0.0) 1.5(2.1) 5.0(4.2) 10.0(1.4) 
ENFJ 3 19.7(3.0) 6.3(3.2) 4.7(0.6) 5.0(2.0) 16.3(7.4) 
ENFP 6 11.2(7.5) 5.3(4.8) 3.2(1.9) 5.2(3.3) 10.5(5.4) 
I STJ 5 7.6(5.4) 3.4(3.4) 3.2(1.9) 3.2(2.3) 12.6(8.9) 
I SFP 4 6.5(7.0) 2.5(2.4) 4.0(3.0) 1.0(2.0) 12.0(12.7) 
ISFJ 5 6.2(4.2) 2.0(2.6) 7.0(4.9) 2.0(2.4) 10.2(11.1) 
INTJ 3 10.7(2.5) 3.7(2.1) 10.0(0.0) 4.3(1.6) 18.3(11.1) 
INFP 3 7.7(3.2) 2.0(2.0) 7.0(4.6) 4.7(1.2) 13.3(7.3) 
223 
Variance in Scores on Form R Among 
Personality Types: n 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std. ) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 9 19.2(3.7) 15.0(2.2) 18.7(5.6) 3.6(1.2) 57.7(11.2) 
ENFP 3 22.7(0.6) 15.7(0.6) 20.0(4.6) 3.3(1.5) 62.7(2.1) 
ENTP 2 23.0(4.2) 17.0(0.0) 23.0(1.4) 4.5(0.7) 68.0(5.7) 
ISFJ 4 21.0(3.2) 15.0(1.8) 21.2(1.7) 2.5(1.7) 58.8(6.0) 
INFP 2 18.0(2.8) 13.0(1.4) 14.5(3.5) 2.0(1.4) 47.5(2.1) 
ISTJ 3 19.0(0.6) 17.3(0.6) 23.7(4.1) 3.0(1.7) 63.3(2.1) 
ESFJ 5 19.6(6.5) 15.8(0.2) 23.6(3.6) 3.6(2.6) 62.0(7.1) 
I SFP 2 18.0(4.2) 16.5(0.7) 23.0(5.7) 2.0(2.8) 59.5(2.1) 
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Type N 
Mean (Stri.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 9 6.7(3.6) 
ENFP 3 4.7(2.3) 
ENTP 2 4.5(5.0) 
ISFJ 4 8.0(2.3) 
INFP 2 9.5(3.5) 
ISTJ 3 6.0(2.7) 
ESFJ 5 7.4(5.6) 
I SFP 2 10.5(2.1) 
2.9(2.4) 5.3(4.4 ) 
2.3(1.5) 3.7(2.1) 
4.0(1.4) 4.0(1.4) 
3.5(0.6) 3.8(5.0) 
3.0(1.4) 8.0(1.4) 
2.7(2.1) 2.7(2.1) 
2.0(2.0) 2.2(2.8) 
3.0(1.4) 3.5(0.7) 
2.6(1.9 ) 9.9(5.7) 
4.7(3.2) 10.0(5.6) 
1.5(0.7) 8.0(4.2) 
3.3(2.8) 11.0(3.8) 
4.5(2.1) 21.0(4.2) 
3.3(2.1) 8.7(6.7) 
3.0(3.5) 8.6(8.4) 
2.5(0.7) 13.0(2.8) 
Mean (Std . ) 
Type N D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFP 4 20.8(3.8) 6.8(4.9) 7.8(7.8) 6.0(1.2) 41.0(16 
.1) 
ENFP 3 24.7(4.7) 8.7(3.5) 12.7(3.8) 6.7(2.3) 52.7(12 .4) 
ESFJ 2 28.5(0.7) 13.0(1.4) 15.5(0.7) 6.0(0.0) 63.0(1. 4) 
Variance in Discrepancy Between Scores 
Personality Types: Class C 
Mean (Std.) 
Type N D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFP 4 7.3(3.3) 8.0(5.8) 14.8(8.2) 2.3(1.7) 29.8(19. 9) 
ENFP 3 4.3(4.5) 3.7(2.1) 9.7(3.2) 0.7(1.6) 17.0(7.6) 
ESFJ 2 7.5(5.0) 7.5(7.8) 17.0(7.1) 2.0(0.0) 33.5(21. 9) 
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Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std.) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFP 2 15.0(8.5) 12.5(5.0) 17.0(2.8) 3.5(2.1) 52.0(11.3) 
ISFJ 6 16.5(5.3) 18.0(0.6) 18.2(4.0) 2.2(1.2) 55.0(7.6) 
ENFP 5 17.0(3.7) 17.2(1.8) 20.4(3.5) 3.2(1.5) 57.8(6.3) 
ENFJ 2 19.0(4.2) 16.0(2.8) 18.5(2.0) 3.5(0.7) 57.0(1.0) 
ESFP 3 19.7(5.1) 17.0(1.0) 21.3(3.2) 2.0(1.0) 63.3(5.9) 
I SFP 3 19.3(6.7) 15.0(1.0) 17.7(2.3) 5.3(2.5) 57.3(8.1) 
ISTJ 3 21.3(1.5) 17.0(2.0) 18.3(4.9) 2.7(1.2) 59.3(4.0) 
ESTJ 4 17.0(1.7) 16.5(10.1) 16.8(7.8) 3.0(1.8) 51.8(2.0) 
ESFJ 3 19.0(5.3) 17.3(0.6) 24.0(3.0) 3.0(1.7) 63.3(7.1) 
gaUanE£rff^gf^a"cv ..-n personality Types: Class p 
Type N 
Mean (Std.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFP 2 14.0(8.5) 3.5(2.1) 4.0(2.8) 3.0(2.8) 17.5(6.3) 
ISFJ 6 10.3(6.6) 2.8(2.3) 6.3(4.6) 3.5(2.7) 16.0(12.0) 
ENFP 5 12.0(3.8) 6.2(3.0) 6.0(1.9) 5.4(1.7) 14.0(5.3) 
ENFJ 2 9.5(3.5) 2.5(2.1) 5.5(5.0) 5.0(0.0) 17.5(10.6) 
ESFP 3 4.0(3.6) 2.3(2.1) 4.0(4.0) 3.7(3.2) 9.3(14.5) 
ISFP 3 3.7(2.0) 2.3(2.2) 3.3(3.1) 3.0(0.6) 8.3(7.2) 
ISTJ 3 5.7(2.1) 3.3(3.5) 7.7(5.1) 4.7(0.6 ) 15.3(5.5) 
ESTJ 4 11.2(10.5) 8.8(3.1) 8.8(5.6 3.8(2.4) 20.0(16.4) 
ESFJ 3 8.7(4.5) 4.7(3.1) 4.3(1.5) 5.3(1.2) 10.3(11.0) 
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Variance in Score* on Fori r tmnn. 
Personality Types: Clans E * 
Type N 
Mean (Stri.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 3 25.7(3.2) 16.7(1.2) 24.3(2.2) 4.3(1.5) 70.3(4. 5) 
ENFP 3 20.3(4.0) 17.3(2.1) 19.0(6.1) 3.0(1.7) 59.7(13 .3) 
ISFJ 2 20.2(1.4) 16.5(0.7) 19.5(0.7) 3.5(0.7) 58.5(2. 2) 
ESFJ 5 19.6(7.4) 16.0(1.0) 17.6(3.7) 3.6(1.1) 56.8(11 .7) 
INF J 2 15.0(7.1) 14.5(3.5) 15.5(2.1) 5.0(0.0) 50.0(1. 4) 
ENFJ 2 24.4(6.4) 15.5(0.7) 20.5(2.1) 5.5(0.7) 66.0(9. 9) 
Variance in Discrepancy Between Scores Among 
Personality Types: Class E 
Mean (Std . ) 
Type N D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFP 3 3.0(3.0) 3.3(1.5) 1.6(1.5) 2.3(2.5) 3.3(4.0) 
ENFP 3 7.3(4.0) 5.0(1.7) 3.7(3.8) 6.0(2.7) 12.0(10.5) 
I SFJ 2 2.5(3.5) 1.5(2.1) 1.0(1.4) 2.5(2.1) 4.5(2.1) 
ESFJ 5 8.8(7.1) 3.4(4.0) 5.4(3.2) 4.4(2.8) 11.0(11.6) 
INFJ 2 13.0(4.2) 5.0(0.0) 4.5(0.7) 3.0(3.0) 14.5(0.7) 
ENFJ 2 4.0(4.2) 1.0(1.4) 5.0(1.4) 3.0(1.4) 9.5(6.4) 
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Variance In Scores on Fora R Among 
Personality Types: Class P 
Type N 
Mean (Std.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFJ 4 13.0(7.6) 15.3(2.2) 22.5(4.0) 5.0(1.4) 56.9(7.4) 
ESFJ 7 15.4(4.3) 15.6(2.1) 19.6(6.6) 3.2(1.8) 52.9(4.3) 
ENFJ 6 9.5(5.1) 14.7(3.7) 20.3(2.2) 2.2(1.9) 46.7(9.8) 
ENFP 5 22.4(3.8) 15.8(2.6) 19.0(6.9) 5.6(1.8) 62.6(7.3) 
ESFP 2 24.0(2.8) 16.0(1.4) 19.0(4.2) 6.5(0.7) 65.5(6.4) 
ISFJ 4 15.8(8.3) 12.5(4.2) 13.7(6.5) 3.5(2.8) 45.5(12.7) 
ESTJ 5 22.2(8.8) 14.4(1.5) 23.0(1.4) 5.8(3.8) 64.6(11.8) 
INFP 3 22.0(5.2) 16.3(2.5) 19.0(2.7) 6.3(1.5) 63.7(2.9) 
ENTP 3 18.7(9.0) 14.0(5.3) 22.3(2.5) 2.7(2.1) 57.7(16.5) 
ISFP 3 13.0(11.1) 13.7(0.6) 16.7(9.1) 4.7(1.5) 48.0(14.5) 
ISTJ 2 23.0(2.2) 16.5(0.7) 16.5(3.5) 6.0(1.4) 62.0(1.4) 
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Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std.) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
INFJ 4 11.3(7.8) 2.0(1.4) 5.5(3.5) 2.5(1.3) 14.3(11.4) 
ESFJ 7 9.1(7.7) 2.1(2.0) 4.3(4.1) 3.1(1.8) 11.6(9.8) 
ENFJ 6 17.0(8.9) 4.8(3.2) 4.8(3.8) 6.3(3.1) 23.3(14.6) 
ENFP 5 6.4(3.2) 4.8(3.2) 5.6(6.7) 6.0(0.0) 7.8(8.0) 
ESFP 2 3.0(1.4) 10.5(5.0) 4.0(2.8) 6.0(0.0) 2.5(0.7) 
I SFJ 4 12.8(8.9) 2.0(2.0) 9.0(5.6) 5.3(2.1) 23.5(12.8) 
ESTJ 5 6.8(9.7) 1.8(3.0) 2.8(2.8) 2.4(3.4) 7.0(8.3) 
INFP 3 2.3(2.1) 2.3(4.0) 1.7(1.5) 2.3(3.2) 3.7(4.0) 
ENTP 3 5.3(5.5) 3.3(2.1) 2.3(2.3) 4.0(3.6) 6.3(3.8) 
I SFP 3 6.7(9.1) 2.7(0.6) 7.3(8.7) 3.3(3.2) 14.0(20.8) 
I STJ 2 1.0(1.4) 3.0(4.2) 1.0(1.4) 0.5(0.7) 0.5(0.7) 
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Variance in Scores on Pnra R Among 
Personal 1 «-y Types: Class ft 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std.) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESTJ 5 15.6(8.2) 17.2(1.9) 18.0(8.6) 4.6(2.1) 57.4(10.6) 
ISFJ 3 18.3(4.9) 17.3(1.5) 17.3(3.2) 6.0(3.0 ) 59.0(9.9) 
ESFJ 2 17.5(3.5) 14.5(5.0) 9.0(0.0) 5.5(0.7) 46.5(0.7) 
ENFJ 4 14.8(4.7) 16.0(1.8) 21.0(2.4) 3.5(2.4) 55.3(5.8) 
ESFP 5 16.8(7.2) 15.4(0.9 15.6(5.8) 4.2(2.7) 51.6(13.0) 
ENFP 5 18.6(5.5) 15.6(2.3) 16.8(5.6) 3.4(1.0) 52.4(8.4) 
ISTJ 3 13.7(9.9) 18.0(0.0) 21.0(1.0) 2.0(1.0) 54.7(10.0) 
INFP 2 15.5(5.0) 16.0(2.8) 19.0(1.4) 4.0(0.0) 54.5(9.2) 
ENTP 3 21.0(2.0) 16.3(1.5) 19.0(2.6) 4.0(4.4) 58.3(4.0) 
ISFP 3 17.3(5.7) 16.0(1.0) 13.7(8.7) 3.7(1.5) 50.7(12.1) 
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Variance In Dl.cr.na..,.. n.+ween 3cor„ ,_ 
Personality Tvo*b: Claws G 
Type N 
Mean (Std.) 
D1 D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESTJ 5 12.6(9.9) 3.8(3.6) 6.2(3.7) 3.2(2.8) 17.2(8.2) 
ISFJ 3 10.3(3.8) 2.0(1.0) 4.3(1.5) 3.7(2.5) 15.7(4.0) 
ESFJ 2 11.0(1.4) 3.0(2.8) 16.0(2.8) 1.5(2.1) 30.5(3.5) 
ENFJ 4 12.3(7.9) 4.5(3.1) 4.3(1.3) 3.8(2.9) 14.5(9.8) 
ESFP 5 13.2(7.0) 3.6(1.1) 7.6(5.6) 4.4(2.4) 20.2(12.8) 
ENFP 5 15.2(4.4) 4.4(3.8) 7.6(6.0) 4.0(1.6) 19.8(8.7) 
ISTJ 3 2.7(2.5) 3.3(2.9) 4.0(3.5) 5.7(4.2) 17.7(11.9) 
INFP 2 6.0(4.2) 4.5(5.0) 3.5(0.7) 3.5(2.1) 7.5(2.1) 
ENTP 3 9.7(2.0) 2.0(1.0) 4.0(1.0) 5.0(3.6) 10.0(4.6) 
I SFP 3 10.7(2.3) 4.3(2.1) 9.0(7.0) 4.7(3.1) 20.3(12.3) 
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Variance in Scores on Form R Among 
Personality Types: Clawa h 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std. ) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ENFP 7 23.9(2.4) 15.9(2.3) 19.6(3.8) 4.7(2.4) 64.0(6.1) 
I SFJ 8 22.6(3.9) 15.0(1.4) 16.4(4.8) 4.4 (1.3 ) 59.5(7.7) 
INFJ 4 19.5(3.7) 15.8(7.5) 14.0(4.7) 6.8(1.5) 56.0(12.0) 
ESFP 3 26.0(1.0) 15.7(2.1) 19.0(2.0) 5.7(0.6) 66.3(1.2) 
ESFJ 10 22.9(5.2) 16.5(1.3) 19.3(2.0) 4.8(1.8) 63.2(7.3) 
I SFP 4 22.8(4.3) 16.0(2.2) 17.5(3.1) 4.5(2.1) 61.8(4.5) 
INFP 3 24.7(4.5) 13.0(2.7) 17.7(1.5) 7.7(0.6) 63.0(2.7) 
ENFJ 6 19.7(4.3) 15.8(1.9) 17.8(4.1) 4.0(1.4) 57.3(3.6) 
ISTJ 2 19.5(3.5) 17.0(1.4) 18.5(3.5) 4.5(1.4) 59.0(0.0) 
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Variance In Piscrepanry Between iirnr.. 
Personality Types: Class H 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std.) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ENFP 7 5.6(2.8) 3.3(2.4) 3.6(2.2) 2.9(2.6) 6.3(3.6) 
ISFJ 8 2.6(2.2) 2.8(1.8) 4.0(2.7) 2.0(2.0) 5.8(5.2) 
INFJ 4 4.5(3.3) 1.8(1.5) 7.0(5.0) 0.3(0.5) 11.5(7.1) 
ESFP 3 2.7(2.1) 2.0(2.0) 2.3(0.6) 1.7(1.2) 4.0(2.6) 
ESFJ 10 4.5(6.4) 1.9(1.5) 2.8(2.3) 2.2(2.2) 6.9(9.0) 
ISFP 4 4.8(3.8) 2.0(1.4) 3.5(1.7) 2.5(2.4) 8.3 ( 4 . 4 ) 
INFP 3 2.7(1.5) 1.3(0.6) 3.0(1.7) 0.3(0.6) 2.0(2.0) 
ENFJ 6 5.8(5.4) 1.7(1.6) 4.7(4.6) 3.0(2.4) 11.8(10.0) 
ISTJ 2 2.5(0.7) 0.5(0.7) 2.5(0.7) 0.5(0.7) 2.0(0.0) 
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Variance in Scores on Fora R Among 
Personality Types: Class T 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std. ) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFJ 2 27.0(1.4) 14.5(0.7) 10.0(5.7) 6.5(0.7) 63.0(1.4) 
ISFJ 6 20.7(3.9) 9.0(2.7) 10.2(4.5) 7.0(1.3) 47.8(10.3) 
ISFP 5 21.0(6.2) 7.0(4.5) 10.0(6.3) 6.4(2.1) 47.8(10.3) 
ENFJ 5 21.0(6.2) 7.2(5.2) 12.0(6.6) 7.2(1.8) 49.4(14.0) 
ESFP 5 21.6(4.8) 9.0(4.6) 12.4(15.0) 6.5(2.0) 49.4(13.9) 
ISTJ 3 24.0(1.0) 8.7(3.1) 9.7(6.0) 7.0(1.7) 49.3(9.3) 
ENFP 3 22.3(6.0) 9.0(3.0) 15.0(7.2) 6.0(2.7) 55.7(17.6) 
INFJ 2 22.0(2.8) 10.0(4.2) 11.0(5.7) 6.0(1.4) 49.0(5.7) 
INFP 2 18.5(6.4) 7.0(4.2) 7.5(2.1) 5.5(0.7) 39.0(14.1) 
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Variance in Discrepancy Between Scores Among 
Personality Types: Class I 
Type N 
Mean 
D1 
(Std.) 
D2 D3 D4 Total 
ESFJ 2 2.5(0.7) 2.0(0.0) 4.0(1.4) 1.5(0.7) 6.0(4.2) 
I SFJ 6 7.7(2.6) 2.0(2.1) 12.7(2.0) 2.0(0.9) 25.0(7.5) 
I SFP 5 10.0(6.0) 6.2(5.6) 10.0(9.5) 1.8(1.6) 24.0(23.5) 
ENTJ 5 9.8(4.9) 4.2(5.4) 9.0(7.4) 1.8(1.5) 21.6(16.3) 
ESFP 5 7.4(4.5) 5.0 ( 3.9 ) 9.2(4.9 ) 2.2(1.3) 21.2(13.3) 
I STJ 3 4.3(0.6) 6.0(2.6) 11.7(8.3) 2.0(2.0) 20.7(15.0) 
ENTP 3 6.3(4.5) 5.7(1.5) 7.0(6.3) 1.7(1.5) 11.0(16.5) 
INFJ 2 11.5(6.4) 2.0(1.4) 7.0(2.8) 2.5(0.7) 16.5(2.2) 
INFP 2 10.5(6.4) 8.0(1.4) 2.0(5.7) 2.5(0.6) 30.0(14.1) 
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